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1. Introduction  

The CPMI and IOSCO seek public comment on possible governance arrangements for critical OTC 
derivatives data elements other than the Unique Transaction Identifier (UTI), and the Unique Product 
Identifier (UPI) (CDE). CDE are the key data elements for reporting over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives 
transactions, in addition to the UTI and the UPI.  

1.1 Background 

In 2009, the G20 Leaders agreed that all over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives transactions should be 
reported to trade repositories (TRs) to further the goals of improving transparency, mitigating systemic 
risk and preventing market abuse.1 Aggregation of the data being reported across TRs will help 
authorities to obtain a comprehensive view of the OTC derivatives market and its activity. Such 
aggregation is feasible if “the work on standardisation and harmonisation of important data elements 
[is] completed”.2 

Since November 2014, the CPMI and IOSCO working group for harmonisation of key OTC 
derivatives data elements (Harmonisation Group) has worked to develop global guidance regarding the 
definition, format and usage of critical OTC derivatives data elements reported to TRs, including the UTI, 
the UPI and other critical data elements. The Technical Guidance on the Harmonisation of the Unique 
Transaction Identifier (UTI) was published in February 2017,3 the Technical Guidance on the 
Harmonisation of the Unique Product Identifier (UPI) was published in September 2017,4 and the 
Technical Guidance on the Harmonisation of critical OTC derivatives data elements (other than UTI and 
UPI) was published in April 2018.5 

The CPMI and IOSCO are aware that the definitions, allowable values and possibly also the 
formats of key OTC derivatives data elements will need maintenance in order to ensure that they remain 
up-to-date and evolve to reflect and support market practices and regulatory needs. The FSB has 
published conclusions on governance arrangements and implementation plan for the UTI in December 
20176 and is developing conclusions on governance arrangements for the UPI. The CPMI and IOSCO 
have been asked to develop maintenance and governance arrangements for CDE. The CPMI and IOSCO 
will not address other issues that are already or planned to be covered by other international 
workstreams. 

1.2 Consultative report on maintenance and governance arrangements for CDE  

This document discusses the key criteria for the CDE maintenance and governance (Section 2), the 
different areas of CDE governance and governance functions (Section 3) and a proposed allocation of 
the governance functions to different bodies, ie the Maintenance Body, the International Governance 
Body and Authorities (Section 4). After assessing CDE against other OTC derivatives data elements (the 

                                                
1  TRs are also known as swap data repositories (SDRs) in the United States. 

2  See Financial Stability Board, Feasibility study on approaches to aggregate OTC derivatives data, September 2014, 
www.financialstabilityboard.org/wp-content/uploads/r_140919.pdf. 

3  See www.bis.org/cpmi/publ/d158.pdf. 

4  See www.bis.org/cpmi/publ/d169.pdf. 

5  See www.bis.org/cpmi/publ/d175.pdf. 

6  See www.fsb.org/wp-content/uploads/P291217.pdf. 
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UTI, the UPI and the LEI) in Section 5, the document discusses governance arrangements for the 
execution of maintenance functions by a Maintenance Body (Section 6) and factors relevant for the 
identification of the International Governance Body (Section 7). Finally, Section 8 briefly mentions the 
CPMI and IOSCO’s approach to CDE implementation.  

Comments and responses to general and specific questions are solicited by 27 September 2018 
and should be sent to the secretariats of both the CPMI (cpmi@bis.org) and IOSCO (cde@iosco.org) 
using the dedicated form. The submitted form with comments will be published on the websites of the 
BIS and IOSCO unless respondents specifically request otherwise.  
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General comments on the report 
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2. Key criteria for the CDE governance arrangements 

Q1: With reference to the key criteria of the CDE maintenance and governance framework (Section 2): 

a) Do you consider any further criteria should be included in the above list? If so, which ones 
should be added and why? 

 
 

b) Are there any criteria in the above list that you do not consider relevant to the CDE 
maintenance and governance arrangements? If so, which ones should be removed and why? 
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c) Do you think any of the key criteria should be modified? If so, which ones should be modified, 
why and how?  

 
 

d) Are there considerations which the CPMI and IOSCO should take into account in the event 
they might need to balance one or more of these criteria against others (ie if a trade-off 
between criteria becomes evident)?    
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Other comments on the key criteria for the CDE governance arrangements (Section 2): 

 

 

3. CDE areas of governance functions 

Q2: With reference to the CDE areas of governance functions (Section 3): 

a) Can you suggest any refinements or additions to the articulated governance functions?  
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b) Can you suggest any other functions that should be included in the above list? 

 
 

c) Are there functions in the list that are not relevant for the CDE in your view and if so which 
ones and why? 
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d) Are there considerations which the CPMI and IOSCO should take into account in the event 
they might need to balance the performance of one or more of these functions against others 
(ie if a trade-off between functions becomes evident)? 

 
 

Other comments on the CDE areas of governance functions (Section 3): 
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4. A proposed allocation of CDE governance functions to different 
bodies  

Q3: With reference to the proposed allocation of CDE governance functions to different bodies (Section 
4): 

a) Are there any functions on this list that you think would be better allocated to a different entity? 
If so, which functions and why? In your assessment, please explicitly consider the way each 
function is further detailed in section 4. 

 
b) If under Q2a you have suggested any addition to the governance functions articulated in section 

3, please propose an allocation of those additional functions and provide the rationale for such 
proposed allocation.  
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c) In relation to the proposed governance arrangements under point 4.2.1, what process should 
the IGB use to consult and gather i feedback from the industry, and why?  

 
 

d) What conditions should be considered, other than changes to allowable values, formats and 
definitions, when deciding to update the CDE Data Standards?  
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e) Would you see specific reasons why the CDE Technical Guidance should be updated whenever 
the CDE Data Standard are updated?  

 
 

Other comments on the proposed allocation of CDE governance functions to different bodies 
(Section 4): 

 

  



12 
 

5. Assessment of CDE against other OTC derivatives data elements 
(UTI, UPI, LEI)  

Comments on the assessment of CDE against other OTC derivatives data elements (UTI, UPI, LEI) (Section 
5): 

 
 

6. Proposed governance arrangements for the execution of 
maintenance functions (area 1) 

6.1 Adoption of CDE as International Data Standards maintained by an 
International Standardisation Body 

Q4: With reference to the adoption of CDE as International Data Standards maintained by an 
International Standardisation Body (Section 6.1): 

a) Do you agree with the analysis? If not, how would you amend it? 
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b) Do you see any disadvantages to seeking CDE adoption as International Data Standards? 

 
 

Other comments on the adoption of CDE as International Data Standards maintained by an International 
Standardisation Body (Section 6.1): 
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6.2 Allocation of the execution of the CDE maintenance functions to ISO  

Q5: With reference to the Allocation of the execution of maintenance functions of CDE to ISO (Section 
6.2): 

a) Do you agree with this analysis? If not, how would you amend it or what alternatives would you 
suggest? 

 
 

b) If a decision were taken to adopt the CDE as International Data Standards, should the CPMI and 
IOSCO seek to specify any conditions or limitations on ISO concerning the maintenance of the 
CDE Data Standard? If so, which? 
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c) Do you see any other advantages and disadvantages of seeking ISO’s assistance in this 
governance area?  

 
d) Can you identify any relevant lessons from the LEI governance or other standards in use in the 

financial community? Are there any lessons learned with respect to referral of a data standard 
to ISO for adoption? 
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Other comments on the Allocation of the execution of the CDE maintenance functions to ISO (Section 
6.2): 

 
 

6.3 Inclusion of CDE in the ISO 20022 data dictionary 

Q6: With reference to the inclusion of CDE in ISO 20022 data dictionary (Section 6.3): 

a) Do you agree with this analysis generally, and specifically in the context of the proposed 
allocation of functions described in section 4? If not, how would you amend it? 
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b) If a decision were taken to allocate the execution of the maintenance functions to ISO, do you 
agree that the CDE should be proposed for inclusion in the ISO 20022 data dictionary? If not, 
what alternatives would you suggest? 

 
 

c) Should the CDE be included in ISO 20022 data dictionary, do you have any comments 
concerning how the potentially significant involvement of market participants in the 
maintenance of critical data elements might affect the function and efficacy of CDE as part of 
harmonisation standards for OTC derivative transaction-level reporting? 
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Other comments on the inclusion of CDE in the ISO 20022 data dictionary (Section 6.3): 

 
 

7. Factors relevant to identification of the International Governance 
Body for CDE in areas 2, 3, and 4 

Q7: With reference to the factors relevant to the identification of the International Governance Body for 
CDE in areas 2, 3, and 4 (Section 7): 

a) Should the International Governance Body be an existing body or is there a need to create a 
new body? Especially if an existing body, how important should experience/track record be as a 
consideration in the choice of IGB?  
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b) If any International Governance Body would need to absorb significant cost in order to devote 
sufficient resources to serve effectively in that role (possibly, for example, in the case of a public-
public partnership), how should such costs be allocated among stakeholders? 

 
 

c) Are there particular characteristics that you believe would best demonstrate that any 
International Governance Body for CDE has the capacity and resources to serve effectively in 
that role?   
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d) Are there other factors that the CPMI and IOSCO should consider in identifying an International 
Governance Body?   

 
 

e) Taking account of the factors described above and other factors deemed important, which body 
(or bodies) should the CPMI and IOSCO consider as candidates to serve as an International 
Governance Body for CDE? Which factors are most influential as the basis for such 
recommendation(s)? 
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Other comments on the factors relevant to the identification of the International Governance Body for 
CDE in areas 2, 3, and 4 (Section 7): 

 
 

8. Implementation  

Q8: With reference to implementation (Section 8): 

a) Is there any specific issue or challenge that should be considered by the Authorities? 
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Other comments on implementation (Section 8): 
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Other comments 
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	Respondent name: Bloomberg L.P.
	Contact person: Richard Robinson, Richard Young
	Contact details: Rrobinson57@bloomberg.net, ryoung94@bloomberg.net
	General comments on the report: Bloomberg, L.P.'s  Open Symbology Group (Bloomberg) thanks CPMI-IOSCO for the opportunity to respond to the Consultation Report (Consultation) on the proposed governance arrangements for critical OTC derivatives data elements issued in August 2018.  

Bloomberg supports this initiative, along with the related work on the UTI and UPI. As with the UPI and UTI it is important that optimum arrangements for the governance are agreed if the potential benefits of standardisation are to be fully realised and confidence in the system maximised. 

In general we think that the Consultation focuses on the key issues of governance which need to be resolved.  Please find our answers to the specific Consultation questions we have chosen to answer below.

	Other comments: 
	Confidential?: Off
	Q1a: We are in agreement with the criteria listed.
	Q1b: No
	Q1c: Open Access;

As we have commented for the UPI Governance, our comments are similar here. We think that this particular criteria requires more granularity, and needs to be separated out into technical open access, as well as the issue of access restrictions, such as those which can be imposed by restrictive licensing arrangements. 

Covering technical access first; there are two main potential barriers regarding technical access.  First is the use of certain technologies that can limit accessibility. The second is process and procedures, and the method of implementation, which can create artificial barriers to information and access. 

CDE definition and maintenance should avoid being over-engineered, and as a global requirement must offer access mechanisms that are flexible and have regard for differing technology profiles and norms across markets. Therefore reliance on cutting edge technologies may not be the best approach.  Indeed, we see this as more maintaining a dictionary, associated allowable enumerations, and clear semantic meaning and use.

The method of access should be free and devoid of any patents or restrictions on usage itself, and should not require purchase or membership of some other service.

Artificial barriers need to be avoided, as well.  Mandated user registration to access data and information is a common initial barrier which can limit usage and participation, as well as enforce ‘tiers’ of users and associated benefits. 

The other aspect of open access concerns any restrictions placed upon the use of the service or availability of the data e.g. through licensing.  Such restrictions would also be inappropriate in this context.  


	Q1d: There should be clarity on whether CDE governance is focused on identifying existing regimes/standards that satisfy the definition/need of any particular data element, and endorsing its use for purposes related to CDE, or whether this governance is meant to focus on driving the creation and maintenance of new data elements.  In other words, in the former case, governance would be focused on a 'best practice use' related function, while in the latter, governance would be required to be more involved directly in driving maintenance within standards.  Also, in the latter case, there may be more need/work in keeping any 'CDE' standard in line with parallel standards that CDE utilizes, as opposed to a more flexible approach of "acceptable use" definition.  Some of this is mentioned in Section 5 of this consultation in regards to standards being interlinked and potentially dependent.

We think it is particularly important to ensure that there is no IP restriction that applies to the use of the CDE, and this key criteria should not be subject to any trade-offs.
	Section 2 - other comments: Use of a standard, or creation of a standard should have a specific purpose and use in mind, with a clearly defined context - and that should be considered when incorporating other standards within a new standard.
	Q2a: This will be dependent upon how the function/solution of defining CDE is implemented (as per the prior answer to 2d). One of the main issues any function may deal with is divergence of a standard being used by CDE with potential revisions to that standard due to uses not related to CDE.  It may make sense to discuss creation of a regulatory-specific ontology, to clearly create universal shared meaning specific to regulatory use of data elements that may diverge for other use cases.
	Q2b: 
	Q2c: 
	Q2d: Only that ability for flexible change to respond to market conditions should be of higher importance, but not at the cost of sacrificing proper data practices or causing downstream or upstream negative impacts due to changes that may be CDE specific.
	Section 3 - other comments: 
	Q3a: Generally, function-wise, we agree.
	Q3b: 
	Q3c: Much will depend on the body chosen or created.  In the case where an existing body is used, there may well be considerations to take into account regarding the rules of that organization (composition of members, existing policies and procedures that may not allow for the spirit of these arrangements, and so forth).

With that in mind, the forums the CPMI and IOSCO and the FSB have used in the past - of in-person invitation meetings of global industry subject matter experts - has been well received and productive.  With a formal body in place, the creation of ad-hoc industry groups would likely be effective in concert with written consultations.
	Q3d: Potential impact outside of regulatory use (positive and negative).
	Q3e: Only if there are changes that impact usage and meaning that is in conflict with the technical guidance.
	Section 4 - other comments: 
	Section 5 - comments: As discussed previously, we agree with the concerns and care that must be taken into account due to inter-dependency and reliance on existing data standards.

It is hoped that the assessment that "allowable values would change frequently" is a worst-case scenario.  Many standards should be fairly static, or have minimal change (i.e. date format) while others may have a larger list of values that are acceptable, but hopefully would not need significant addition or deprecation in short periods of time.  In relation to changes to be required of UTI, this is an accurate evaluation.

In regards to being attached to an external reference data library, it should be considered that CDE elements may, in fact, be attached to external reference data libraries, not directly related to CDE governance or control.
	Q4a: We agree that the right standards body can provide specific skills and experience.  There remains an issue, however, that there has not been any real analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of various standards bodies across the various disciplines that are required or desired.  Some may be stronger in process and procedures, but lack breadth of expertise in certain required knowledge bases.  Alternatively, some may have extreme depth in one knowledge base, but completely lack in another.  We would recommend a priority ranking of what qualities are most important for the ongoing life of CDE; whether it be process, data, or business expertise (or other requirements), and gain an understanding of what different bodies bring to the table.  We believe the best outcomes are where organizations inter-operate, and where best practices are applied across the many different standards that exist for different contexts and purposes.
	Q4b: Standardization does not, in and of itself, grant any special value unless the subject matter experts are present to accept and maintain that standard, and the procedures for maintenance and upkeep are such that it allows that work to occur in the time frames needed for market use, while not stifling innovation and growth.  

Disadvantages may occur with misalignment of mission of the standards body, or usurpation of control of the standard by an interested actor.

These are points to keep in mind and may not be major areas of concern in this context.  It should be remembered that designation of something as a 'standard' is less important than the rigor and attention to detail in creating that thing in the first place, and ongoing care and maintenance.


	Section 6: 
	1 - other comments: There are different types of standards, which can become confused when speaking of data standards.  There are standards on the format or display - but not necessarily the content.  Then, there may be different standards that determine allowable content based on enumerations, or formulas based on specific allowable inputs.  Also, many standards are created with a specific purpose in mind - and when used outside that context may 'break' the intent of the standard (i.e. embedded assumptions in the construct/creation of a standard for a specific purpose may not be explicitly expressed, yet have unforeseen impacts downstream when used out of context).
	2 - other comments: It is likely that the closest construct authorities are comparing to this suggested structure is for the LEI.  Where the ROC provides oversight as the "International Governance Body" and the GLEIF is seen as the maintenance agency.  It should be noted, however, that the LEI standard is still managed by the ISO Technical Committee and Sub-Committee (TC68/SC8) that 'owns' the standard and that any changes to the standard must process through ISO, not through the GLEIF.

This process works for LEI, but it should be examined  if it is the right construct in regards to CDE.  However, as we identify above, the LEI does provide some important parallels in terms of the ownership of the standard, governance and ongoing maintenance.   
	3 - other comments: There would need to be continual and active involvement for the International Governance Body in ISO 20022 activities to ensure that CDE remains properly defined and is not mis-used or mis-defined in error.

	Q5a: ISO itself, does not play the role of Maintenance Agency in many cases.  ISO often nominates another organization to do this function under contract.  It also is not clear how the issue of non-ISO standards under an ISO-run MA organization would work, e.g. in regards to resolving trademark or copyright issues.  

This should not be insurmountable (as evidenced by the ISO 20022 RA function run by SWIFT), but in the formation of any MA body or agreements, the established policies and procedures would need to be carefully assessed.

It also is not clear how the MA could be an ISO body when the standards governance is not ISO.  The lines of control would not seem to match up.  Instead, it would seem that the CDE 'standard' would need to be an ISO standard, where the MA responsibilities are designated to some "International Governance Body", which would then onward nominate some structure/organization to perform those MA functions as defined (perhaps akin to how the RMG for ISO 20022 operates today).  The LEI structure is also a good example here.  LEI is an ISO Standard (ISO 17442), but there is also a separate regulatory governance structure. Note that changes to the standard do not occur at the behest of the ROC automatically, but then go through the ISO process which may or may not align with the requested changes exactly.

So for CDE ongoing governance would likely be from a regulators body (the international governance body) and with either ISO or some ISO appointed other body providing a maintenance function for what is governed as an ISO standard.

	Q5b: If ISO, itself (through a Technical Advisory Group within a Technical Committee or some other functional Working Group), acts as MA, it is questionable if any conditions or limitations would be able to be imposed.  We are not familiar enough to comment specifically, but we do question the ability to impose such limitations.

How the standard is written, however, would influence the authority any ISO group would have in regards to making changes that would be in conflict with the expected scope and purpose of CDE.
	Q5c: ISO is able to obtain global participation from national standards bodies.  It is a dedicated group of volunteers that work diligently towards consensus building.  In some cases the group of volunteers do not have access to the required expertise, or there are divisions that prevent achieving consensus.

Different global organizations (OMG, IEEE, W3C, etc) have different approaches for addressing these kinds of issues, and there are trade offs from one case to another.
	Q5d: The procedures and processes within ISO can sometimes lead to delays in making changes to standards.  This is something which ISO is increasingly addressing, but it has impacted the LEI in the past.  Work is currently ongoing to ensure that the LEI standard catches up with the requirements of regulators and the market.
	Q6a: The alignment of the CDE individual definitions and the business concepts within ISO 20022 should be completed.
	Q6b: Regardless of ISO becoming MA, the CDE should be included and aligned with existing and new required business concepts in the ISO20022 data dictionary. 

At the same time, an ontology specific to CDE should be formulated to clearly define when the CDE specific definitions should be used, and in what context.

These tasks should be achievable regardless of the entity that performed the maintenance function.
	Q6c: More involvement of relevant experts would be welcome.  The concern should be around the definition of scope around CDE, and ensuring that scope is adhered to.

The difficulty, as with most volunteer efforts, is obtaining not just the proper depth of expertise, but the requisite breadth.  While experts may have particular depth of knowledge in a specific field, such as OTC derivatives, they may not be experts in data expression and definition.  This can result in an approach to data definition that appears 'common sense' but is not formed in a such a way that conforms to a proper data implementation, which would impair usability, technical implementation (i.e. inability to codify, create systems that can process in a non-manual way), and create severe data quality issues in the medium to long term.

Conversely, pure data experts may not have an appreciation of some of the complexity in the financial system and oversimplify concepts incorrectly, or apply an incorrect definition which would impact usability and data quality.
	Q7a: Ideally an existing body should be identified. Should an existing body be chosen we would argue that whilst track record is important, individual experience in data quality and management would be crucial factors.
	Q7b: We would wish to avoid the creation of a new body that would generate a significant cost profile.
	Q7c: A body that has a cross-functional community; experts across the business spectrum alongside experts from the technology and data practices that are not necessarily tied to financial services.
	Q7d: 
	Q7e: We have suggested above that the structure of the CDE oversight and maintenance may be somewhat different from that envisaged by CPMI-IOSCO.  Specifically that the governance might be something which sits with ISO, along with maintenance functions - although these may be outsourced as typically is the case with ISO. 

Separately there could effectively be an oversight body made up of regulators and the industry to ensure that the development of, and access to, the CDE standard or standards is appropriate and fully in line with the principles stated as Key Criteria.
	Section 7 - other comments: 
	Q8a: The assertion that CDE elements are not dependent upon 3rd party entities is likely inaccurate.  While some items such as country or currency codes may be fairly static, they do have potential to change.  Also, while the ISO 20022 data dictionary is used, the values that can be used in many of the defined fields do have external dependencies.
	Section 8 - other comments: This is difficult work, and we acknowledge the significant effort the CPMI-IOSCO, the FSB, and the industry has put in to solve these issues.  The markets are very complex.  Trying to organize that complexity is a significant task, and the work on UPI, UTI and CDE are positive efforts towards that organizational work.  Care should be taken in ensuring that the efforts do not result in oversimplification, as opposed to organization of complexity.  For example two concepts may be very similar, and  there may be a desire to simplify and find a single solution that unifies them - however the differences between those concepts may have far reaching impacts that would be lost in performing such unification.


