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1. Introduction

The CPMI and I0SCO 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 UPL

11 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.! 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”.?

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 UT],
the UPI and other critical data elements. The Technical Guidance on the Harmonisation of the Unique
Transaction Identifier (UTI) was published in February 20173 the Technical Guidance on the
Harmonisation of the Unique Product Identifier (UPI) was published in September 2017,% and the
Technical Guidance on the Harmonisation of critical OTC derivatives data elements (other than UTI and
UPI) was published in April 2018.>

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
2017° and is developing conclusions on governance arrangements for the UPL The CPMI and IOSCO
have been asked to develop maintenance and governance arrangements for CDE. The CPMI and I0SCO
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.
> See www.bis.org/cpmi/publ/d175.pdf.

6 See www.fsb.org/wp-content/uploads/P291217.pdf.



UTL, 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

We are pleased to respond to the Committee on Payments and Market Infrastructures (CPMI) and to the Board of the i [o] ization of Securities Ct i (I0SCOs) C ive report on the for critical OTC
derivatives data elements (other than the UTI and UPI)

This consultation is a result of the G20 Leaders in 2009 that all over-th (oTC) ives contracts should be reported to trade repositories (TRs). This vas part of the G20's commitment to reforming OTC derivatives markets with the
aim of improving transparency, mitigating systemic risk and preventing market abuse. The Financial Stability Board was given the to oversee the in which such reforms were to be implemented.

It was expected that aggregation of the data reported across TRs would help ensure that ities can obtain a ive view of the OTC derivatives market and its activity. The Financial Stability Board in its September 2014 “Feasibility study on
approaches to aggregate OTC derivatives data” stated that such aggregation is feasible if “the work on standardization and harmonization of important data elements [is] completed”.

Itis notable that this CDE consultation is the first attempt to understand the breadth of the data standards activities going on under new set of data ion and data element standards is required to achieve the long sought
means to efficiently aggregate data into meaningful and timely input for analyzing any single firm's enterprise risk and, ultimately, multiple firms’ systemlc risk.

Toward this end this consultation assessed proposed governance arrangements for CDES against other OTC derivatives data elements (the UTI, the UPI and the LEI). Each exhibit similarities o differences on a number of key dimensions that have
for the CDE in its absence is any reference or consideration of the GLEIF having proposed to be the governance body for the UPI and no reference to the LEI being the creator of uniqueness for the UTI.

Taken together with the LEI's parent ip project and the i ion of the LEI in the Bank for i (BIS’s) data ion initiative “Principles for effective risk data aggregation and risk reporting” (referred to as BCBS239)
the LEI and the other standards initiatives collectively become critical to the ability to aggregate data. This suggests consideration of a greater role for the governance structure of the LEl initiative, in what the FSB has seen as possible benefits in a common
governance structure.

The FSB, in its January, 2018 “Governance Arrangements for the UTI" stated that “The FSB believes there may be benefits to having a common governance framework, consisting of one or more international bodies, for the UTI and UPI. Therefore, the FSB
considers that the final of the Body should take place contemporaneously with the FSB making its on the UPI

Under the guidance of the FSB a new governmem/pnvate sector pannershlp was formed to govern, maintain and implement the Legal Entity Identifier (LEI) initiative. The Global Legal Entity Identifier Foundation (GLEIF), the operational and systems

s been so since 2014. It is comprised of sixteen practitioner members drawn from financial market participants, data vendors and software companies, and academia. The Regulatory
Oversight Committee, comprised of 70 regulatory members of the FSB, es!abllshes and oversees operational policies for the LEl initiative and has been operational since 2012 It reports to the FSB and liaises with the GLEIF. The International Organization of
Standards (ISO) maintains the LEI code standard (ISO 17442), both for the identifier and the reference data.

New technologies now available have attracted the attention of world regulators who are voicing interest in seeing themselves as nodes on a distributed ledger system storing financial transactions for regulatory reporting populated by financial firms. They are
actively encouraging and funding pilot systems toward this objective. Regulators believe that new technologies can revolutionize the oversight of the financial industry and dramatically reduce costs of industry infrastructure and individual firm’s costs.

In support of new technologies, since January 2017 the CEO of GLEIF, Stephen Wolf has been the Co-convener of the ISO Technical Commmee 68 FinTech Technical Advisory Group (ISO TC 68 FinTech TAG) This group acts as an advisory sounding
board to support and engage cooperatively with FinTechs and the broader financial services industy. The focus is on financial wallets, digital D with existing
hannels and ledger

While distributed ledger technology (DLT) is the buzz words of the day, these tschnlques of distributed networked ledgers have been available and in use for decades, most notably in use by market data vendors and as the backbone of the Internet and, in
turn, the World Wide Web. The Blockchain, Bitcoin and other C of networks. The failure in current implementations of DLT networks needs to distinguish successes from those failures. DLTs’ permissioned by
collaborating financial institutions and other trusted sources should be Considered succesecs, distinguishable from the publicly available open networks such as is Bitcoin and other Cryptocurrencies.

What s truly different today is the global effort underway by the FSB and amongst EU, UK, US and other regulators to standardize data on a universal level, thus enabling the technology to be effective across multiple implementations. This then ensures the
realization of implementation economies of scale and provides a long term view of a stabilized global data infrastructure from which legacy systems can be replaced or retooled over time.

Multiple trade repositories are but on example of legacy systems borrowed from best practices of the past, not focused on the digital future that is already in our midst. Trade repositories is a physical manifestation of people, process and systems, locally
throl hopefully soon to be made easier by standardization. This is true also in the case of National Numbering Agencies that support local creation of securities numbers (ISINs) and Local Operating

Units that support local creation of LEIS.

The federated organizational nature of all of the above intermediary financial market utilities make it even more compelling to focus on a single governance structure for the newly created UPI, UTI, LEI, and CDE. Even the long established ISIN should be
considered for inclusion under this single governance structure. Its Association (ANNA) had to accommodate on a one-off-basis the creation of ISINs for OTC derivatives for the EU by stepping out of its long-standing governance structure of federated local
operating entities to create a centralized and real-time creation process for OTC ISINS.

Toward this end the GLEIF has taken steps to formally bring the ISIN into the solution for data aggregation. This global initiative will map new and legacy ISINs to their corresponding LEIs. By linking the two standards together, firms will be able to aggregate
the data required to gain a view of their firm-wide exposures, and Authorities will be able to view exposures within and across firms and trade repositories.

Thereafter, mul(lple physical entities can all be accommodated as computerized entry nodes on a ledger. can also be nodes on the distributed ledger, observing these entries and eliminating paper reporting and transaction
storage for and data mapping and data transmission.

A central global point of governance over financial data il serve t0 ntegrate these clsparate standards actbvies nto a singl dicionary ofthe industy's and regulators data standards Itwould seem the governance sructure and proven implementation
resources of the alobal L Elinitiative is suited for such asole in the industog' talfut




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?




¢) 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)?




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?




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?




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):




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.




¢) 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?

10



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):

11



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 (UTL, UPL, 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?

12



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):

13



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?

14



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?

15



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?

16



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?

¢) 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?

17



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?

18



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?

¢) 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?

19



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)?

20



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?

21



Other comments on implementation (Section 8):

22



Other comments

23
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	Respondent name: Financial InterGroup
	Contact person: Allan D. Grody
	Contact details: agrody@financialintergroup.com
	General comments on the report: We are pleased to respond to the Committee on Payments and Market Infrastructures (CPMI) and to the Board of the International Organization of Securities Commissions (IOSCOs) Consultative report on the Governance arrangements for critical OTC derivatives data elements (other than the UTI and UPI) 

This consultation is a result of the G20 Leaders agreement in 2009 that all over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives contracts should be reported to trade repositories (TRs).  This was part of the G20’s commitment to reforming OTC derivatives markets with the aim of improving transparency, mitigating systemic risk and preventing market abuse. The Financial Stability Board was given the responsibility to oversee the establishment of a framework in which such reforms were to be implemented.

It was expected that aggregation of the data reported across TRs would help ensure that authorities can obtain a comprehensive view of the OTC derivatives market and its activity. The Financial Stability Board in its September 2014 “Feasibility study on approaches to aggregate OTC derivatives data” stated that such aggregation is feasible if “the work on standardization and harmonization of important data elements [is] completed”. 
 
It is notable that this CDE consultation is the first attempt to understand the breadth of the data standards activities going on under new regulations. A comprehensive set of data identification and data element standards is required to achieve the long sought means to efficiently aggregate data into meaningful and timely input for analyzing any single firm’s enterprise risk and, ultimately, multiple firms’ systemic risk.
 
Toward this end this consultation assessed proposed governance arrangements for CDEs against other OTC derivatives data elements (the UTI, the UPI and the LEI). Each exhibit similarities or differences on a number of key dimensions that have implications for the CDE governance arrangements. Noticeable in its absence is any reference or consideration of the GLEIF having proposed to be the governance body for the UPI and no reference to the LEI being the creator of uniqueness for the UTI. 

Taken together with the LEI’s parent relationship project and the consideration of the LEI in the Bank for International Settlements (BIS’s) data aggregation initiative “Principles for effective risk data aggregation and risk reporting”  (referred to as BCBS239) the LEI and the other standards initiatives collectively become critical to the ability to aggregate data. This suggests consideration of a greater role for the governance structure of the LEI initiative, in what the FSB has seen as possible benefits in a common governance structure. 

The FSB, in its January, 2018 “Governance Arrangements for the UTI” stated that “The FSB believes there may be benefits to having a common governance framework, consisting of one or more international bodies, for the UTI and UPI. Therefore, the FSB considers that the final identification of the International Governance Body should take place contemporaneously with the FSB making its conclusions on the UPI Governance Arrangements.”  

Under the guidance of the FSB a new government/private sector partnership was formed to govern, maintain and implement the Legal Entity Identifier (LEI) initiative. The Global Legal Entity Identifier Foundation (GLEIF), the operational and systems implementation component of this new arrangement, is operational and has been so since 2014. It is comprised of sixteen practitioner members drawn from financial market participants, data vendors and software companies, and academia. The Regulatory Oversight Committee, comprised of 70 regulatory members of the FSB, establishes and oversees operational policies for the LEI initiative and has been operational since 2012 It reports to the FSB and liaises with the GLEIF. The International Organization of Standards (ISO) maintains the LEI code standard (ISO 17442), both for the identifier and the reference data.
 
New technologies now available have attracted the attention of world regulators who are voicing interest in seeing themselves as nodes on a distributed ledger system storing financial transactions for regulatory reporting populated by financial firms. They are actively encouraging and funding pilot systems toward this objective. Regulators believe that new technologies can revolutionize the oversight of the financial industry and dramatically reduce costs of industry infrastructure and individual firm’s costs.

In support of new technologies, since January 2017 the CEO of GLEIF, Stephen Wolf has been the Co-convener of the ISO Technical Committee 68 FinTech Technical Advisory Group (ISO TC 68 FinTech TAG). This group acts as an advisory sounding board to support and engage cooperatively with FinTechs and the broader financial services industry. The focus is on financial messaging, semantic technologies, mobile/digital wallets, digital currencies, security considerations, interoperability with existing bank-channels and Blockchain/distributed ledger technology. 

While distributed ledger technology (DLT) is the buzz words of the day, these techniques of distributed networked ledgers have been available and in use for decades, most notably in use by market data vendors and as the backbone of the Internet and, in turn, the World Wide Web. The Blockchain, Bitcoin and other Cryptocurrencies are manifestations of distributed networks. The failure in current implementations of DLT networks needs to distinguish successes from those failures. DLTs’ permissioned by collaborating financial institutions and other trusted sources should be considered successes, distinguishable from the publicly available open networks such as is Bitcoin and other Cryptocurrencies.
 
What is truly different today is the global effort underway by the FSB and amongst EU, UK, US and other regulators to standardize data on a universal level, thus enabling the technology to be effective across multiple implementations. This then ensures the realization of implementation economies of scale and provides a long term view of a stabilized global data infrastructure from which legacy systems can be replaced or retooled over time. 

Multiple trade repositories are but on example of legacy systems, borrowed from best practices of the past, not focused on the digital future that is already in our midst. Trade repositories is a physical manifestation of people, process and systems, locally distributed but connected  operationally through interoperability, hopefully soon to be made easier by standardization.  This is true also in the case of National Numbering Agencies that support local creation of securities numbers (ISINs) and Local Operating Units that support local creation of LEIs.

The federated organizational nature of all of the above intermediary financial market utilities make it even more compelling to focus on a single governance structure for the newly created UPI, UTI, LEI, and CDE. Even the long established ISIN should be considered for inclusion under this single governance structure. Its Association (ANNA) had to accommodate on a one-off-basis the creation of ISINs for OTC derivatives for the EU by stepping out of its long-standing governance structure of federated local operating entities to create a centralized and real-time creation process for OTC ISINs.
 
Toward this end the GLEIF has taken steps to formally bring the ISIN into the solution for data aggregation. This global initiative will map new and legacy ISINs to their corresponding LEIs. By linking the two standards together, firms will be able to aggregate the data required to gain a view of their firm-wide exposures, and Authorities will be able to view exposures within and across firms and trade repositories. 

Thereafter, multiple physical entities can all be accommodated as computerized entry nodes on a permissioned distributed ledger. Authorities can also be nodes on the distributed ledger, observing these entries and eliminating paper reporting and transaction messaging, substituting automated storage for interoperability and associated data mapping and data transmission.

A central global point of governance over financial data will serve to integrate these disparate standards activities into a single dictionary of the industry’s and regulators data standards. It would seem the governance structure and proven implementation resources of the global LEI initiative is suited for such a role in the industry’s digital future. 
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