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FpML Response to 

ESMA Consultation Paper on Technical Standards for the Regulation on OTC Derivatives, CCPs and 

Trade Repositories dated June 25th, 2012 

      

August 3rd, 2012 

     

1. Introduction: 
Financial product Markup Language (FpML), through the FpML standards committee, appreciates the 

opportunity to provide the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) with comments and 

recommendations regarding the Consultation Paper on Technical Standards for the Regulation on OTC 

Derivatives, CCPs and Trade Repositories dated June 25th, 2012. 

We welcome the Discussion Paper’s detailed analysis of the technical standards on ‘record keeping 

requirements for CCPs’ and ‘trade details for trade repositories’. However we believe that in certain 

areas more clarity is required.  In addition, we take the opportunity to provide suggested changes on 

formats proposed by ESMA for recordkeeping requirements for CCPs and capturing trade details for 

repositories. The adoption of these suggested changes will be beneficial from an implementation 

perspective and will further the goal of standardization on an international basis and thus facilitate the 

exchange of data between various Swap Data Repositories (SDRs) and the regulatory community. 

We fully support the response submitted by ISDA, AFME, BBA and Assosim. The analysis conducted and 

provided in this comment letter is an addition to that response with a focus on technical 

implementation.  

Engagement with the Commodities Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) on the various reporting 

requirements through the FpML reporting working group1 has been very beneficial. We would welcome 

a similar engagement with ESMA preferably early on in the process. 

FpML  
FpML (Financial products Markup Language) is the freely licensed business information exchange 

standard for electronic dealing and processing of privately negotiated derivatives and structured 

products. It establishes the industry protocol for sharing information on, and dealing in, financial 

                                                           
1
 The meeting materials and minutes of the various FpML working groups, including the reporting working group 

are publicly available at: www.fpml.org in the working group section.  
See e.g. http://www.fpml.org/_wgmail/_rptwgmail/threads.html 

http://www.fpml.org/


                                                                         

 

2 www.fpml.org  

 

derivatives and structured products. It is based on XML (Extensible Markup Language), the standard 

meta-language for describing data shared between applications. The standard is developed under the 

auspices of ISDA, using the ISDA derivatives documentation as the basis. As a true open standard, the 

standards work is available to all at no cost and open to contribution from all. There is no membership 

requirement. The standard evolution and development is overseen and managed by the FpML 

Standards committee, following W3C rules of operations guidelines. The Standards Committee has 

representatives from dealers, buy side, clearing houses large infrastructures, vendors, Investment 

managers and custodians. To find additional information on FpML, visit www.fpml.org. 

We collaborate actively with ISO on the further development of the ISO 20022 standard and with 

standard organizations that cover other parts of the financial standards landscape such as Swift 

(payments, settlements, securities) and FIX (securities). 

Reporting Work 
A variety of changes have been made to the FpML standard to allow for coverage of the reporting 

requirements in different jurisdictions. The initial focus has been on the Dodd-Frank regulation and CFTC 

reporting requirements. A core design principle has always been to implement a robust technical 

framework that could be leveraged by global regulators, as new regulations become available.   For 

example, we have tracked regulator and reporting regime-specific requirements in a structure that 

accommodates the needs of multiple regulators. As mentioned previously, the work done has 

benefitted greatly from CFTC involvement in the working group and we believe that a similar process in 

Europe would be very positive for the regulatory community and the industry. 

Data Standards and Identifiers 
We value the references made to data standards in the Consultation Paper; however in various areas 

existing standards are not leveraged. These include areas such as the use of ISO currency codes and use 

of market practices and market conventions documented through ISDA documentation and on a 

technical level implemented by FpML. In certain areas the current ESMA proposed fields are less precise 

than what is defined in existing standards. Leveraging existing standards additionally allows for an 

evolution of the representation in line with changes in requirements due to product changes. Finally, 

leveraging existing standards will increase consistency between international regulatory requirements. 

 
Particularly in the area of identifiers we strongly suggest to leverage the work done by the industry and 
regulatory community to date with a goal to come to unique identifiers on a global basis.  
This includes: 

 Legal Entity Identifier (LEI): support for LEI and if an interim identifier is needed, leverage the CICI 
that the industry is implementing for CFTC reporting.  

http://www.fpml.org/
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 Taxonomy: leverage the ISDA taxonomy, which went through a public comment period, is freely 
available and has rules of operations that allow for further evolution of the taxonomy through a 
transparent process. In addition, the rules of operations are open to further input from regulators. 
The ISDA taxonomy is currently implemented for CFTC reporting and has been integrated into FpML. 
ISDA and FpML are collaborating with ISO on integration of the taxonomy for OTC derivatives into 
the ISO CFI standard.  A taxonomy defined by ESMA will add little value and will come at 
considerable implementation cost for the industry and a fragmentation cost for the global 
regulatory community. 
The ISDA OTC taxonomies and Taxonomy Rules of Operations are freely available on the ISDA 

website:    http://www2.isda.org/otc-taxonomies-and-upi/  

 Unique Trade Identifier (UTI): Also in this case, most value will be derived by the regulatory 
community and the industry if there is one global UTI. The comments in this comment letter focus 
on compatibility of the ESMA requirements with requirements in other jurisdictions. In addition, we 
strongly believe that ESMA, together with other regulators should push for a global solution, 
potentially under the auspices of the FSB, as has been done for LEI. 

 

Schemes and enumerations:  
FpML has two principle ways of expressing “lists of values”:  

- Enumerations ; and 

- Coding Schemes. 

Enumerations are typically used for fixed lists that are shorter and provide a list of all of the members of 

a set. Enumerations are defined within the schema.  

Example: days of the week 

Coding schemes are a set of data values that map the members of one set, the coded set, onto the 

members of another set. They can be referenced in the schema via a URI.  Since they are managed 

externally to the schema, there is greater flexibility in maintaining the value set.  

Example: business centers. 

“FpML has 2 classes of schemes: Internal and External. 

Internal FpML coding schemes are fully under FpML control and the URI will change reflecting newer 

versions and revisions as the scheme evolves and changes. 

 Example:  

http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/clearing-status-1-1.xml 
 
 

http://www2.isda.org/otc-taxonomies-and-upi/
http://www2.isda.org/otc-taxonomies-and-upi/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Element_%28mathematics%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Set_%28mathematics%29
http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/clearing-status-1-1.xml
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External FpML schemes are values defined by an external organization like ISO/CFTC/SWIFT etc.  

In this case, the URI is assigned by an external body, and may or may not have its own versioning, date 

syntax and semantics. The external body may be an open standards organization, or it may be a market 

participant. It's worth stating that a scheme provides alternate identifiers for one identity.  

Example: 

 URI: http://www.fpml.org/ext/iso4217-2001-08-15 
 
FpML supports a broad range of coding schemes, which can all be found in the FpML specifications. 

Below we list a couple of examples: 

Coding Scheme URI Description 

   

exchangeIdScheme 
 

http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/
exchange-id-MIC-1-0 

Market Identifier Code 

currencyScheme 

 

 http://www.fpml.org/ext/iso421
7 

A valid currency code as defined by the 
ISO standard 4217 - Codes for 
representation of currencies and funds 
http://www.iso.org/iso/en/prods-
services/popstds/currencycodeslist.htm
l. 

industryClassification
Scheme 

 

http://www.fpml.org/coding-
scheme/external/global-industry-
classification-standard 

Global Industry Classification Standard 
(GICS). 
Website : 
http://www.msci.com/products/indices
/sector/gics/ 

 
FpML endorses the use of coding schemes and uses them extensively because of their extensible nature 

and ease of use. 

FpML Coding schemes are regularly updated to keep up with the industry practices.  Each Coding 

scheme can have its own release cycle, and each FpML Schema release includes the latest versions of all 

the Coding Schemes. 

Complex and bespoke products 
The representation of products that are not standardized creates a different set of challenges. In the 

annex to our response we attach a recommendation originally developed for the CFTC Technology 

Advisory Committee. We strongly recommend for ESMA to adopt this recommendation for the 

representation of complex and bespoke products. 
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2. Analysis 
The analysis presented in the remainder of this comment letter is a detailed analysis and impact 

assessment (on a standards level) of the ESMA requirements against the coverage as defined in FpML 

version 5.3, which is the version used for regulatory reporting in the US. 

We highlight those fields that need additional clarification, with suggested changes where appropriate. 

Fields not listed below do not raise any concerns based on our current analysis. 

Article 9 RTS on the details to be reported to trade repositories –EMIR  

Table 1 – Counterparty Data 

#6.Corporate sector of C/P: 

We fully support ESMA’s view that once available as part of the LEI database, this information should 

not be reported separately. Until such time ESMA proposed to use the following Taxonomy for this field: 

B=Bank, I=Insurance company 

We believe a more granular approach could be considered using sector codes. FpML already supports 

this type of classification, although the information is not yet collected by most trade repositories. For 

the counterparty taxonomy proposed by ESMA we suggest including those values in the “Organization 

Type” scheme. We suggest leaving the definition of the codes to the industry. For a proper definition it 

would be useful to receive additional information on the intended usage of these fields. 

The current “Organization Type scheme” is listed below 

Type of Organization Explanation 

SwapDealer Registered swap dealer 

MajorSwapParticipant -- 

Other Non-SD, Non-MSP 

Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/organization-type 

#7. “Financial or non-financial nature of C/P”:   

This is a new classification. A new field will need to be provided. While the exact purpose of the field is 

not clear, the suggestion on field no 6 to use sector codes could potentially make the need for a 

separate field indicating financial/non-financial nature obsolete. 

As previously mentioned, we suggest leaving the definition of the actual codes to the industry and to 

indicate as part of the taxonomy the need for a distinction between “Financial” and “Non Financial” 

nature of the counterparty. 
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#13. “C/P side”:  

While the value of the field can be derived, the difficulty lies in the requirement that ”this field shall be 

left blank for contracts where the relevant information has been provided in field No 37 (Direction)” As 

the counterparty data must be reported by both parties to the trade and Common data can be reported 

by one counterparty for both parties, it will not always be clear to the “non reporting party” whether 

this information will be provided as part of the common data or should be reported as part of the 

Counterparty data. 

#15. “Directly linked to commercial activity of treasury financing”:  

This value does currently not exist in FpML nor can it be derived from existing values. A new field will 

need to be created. FpML welcomes further guidance on a precise definition of this field. 

Table 2 - Common data 
#1. “Taxonomy”:  

As mentioned previously in the identifier discussion, we strongly support adopting the ISDA taxonomy. 

3. “Underlying”:  

In addition to representing complex derivative products, FpML has a representation of a large number of 

simple, standardized financial instruments. These instruments, called “UnderlyingAssets” (see table at 

the end of this section) in FpML, can be used for a variety of purposes: 

 As underlying assets in various derivatives, including: 
o Equity options 
o Equity swaps 
o Asset swaps 
o Commodities 
o Bond Options 

 As reference obligations in credit default swaps 

 For a variety of purposes in pricing and risk, including: 
o For describing curve inputs 
o For describing benchmark asset prices 

The underlying asset framework is very similar to the product framework. In places where underlying 

assets are used, a substitution group allows the asset to be substituted as required.  Standard data fields 

are available for all assets (e.g., instrumentId can be used to capture the ISIN, CUSIP, … code), other 

fields are specific to each asset (e.g., currency, maturity, coupon rate). 

By way of example: “equity” is an FpML underlying asset, and can be used as a basket component in the 

following way:  
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<basket> 
            <basketConstituent> 
                        <equity> 
                                    <instrumentId instrumentIdScheme="http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-

ISIN-1-0">IBM.N</instrumentId> 
                                    <description>IBM Corporation</description> 
                                    <exchangeId>AEX</exchangeId> 
                                    <relatedExchangeId>LIFFE</relatedExchangeId> 
                        </equity> 
            </basketConstituent> 
            <basketConstituent> 
                        <equity> 
                                    <instrumentId instrumentIdScheme="http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-

ISIN-1-0">MSFT.O</instrumentId> 
                                    <description>Microsoft Corporation</description> 
                                    <exchangeId>AEX</exchangeId> 
                                    <relatedExchangeId>LIFFE</relatedExchangeId> 
                        </equity> 
            </basketConstituent> 
            <basketConstituent> 
                        <equity> 
                                    <instrumentId instrumentIdScheme="http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-

ISIN-1-0">BN</instrumentId> 
                                    <description>Danone SA</description> 
                                    <exchangeId>PAR</exchangeId> 
                                    <relatedExchangeId>LIFFE</relatedExchangeId> 
                        </equity> 
            </basketConstituent> 
</basket> 
FpML currently provides support for the following types of assets or instruments: 

Underlying Asset Description 

bond a security typically delivering interest coupon payments and 
requiring the repayment of a principal amount at its maturity 

cash an asset in monetary form, typically held in a bank account 

commodity a commodity underlying asset 

convertibleBond a bond that can under specified circumstances be converted 
into equity (e.g., common stock) in the issuer 

deposit a term deposit, a money market instrument of fixed duration 
yielding a specific interest rate 

equity an ownership share in an entity, typically common stock 

exchangeTradedFund a fund whose units can be traded on an equity exchange 

future identifies the underlying asset when it is a listed future 
contract (a standardized, daily-settled contract traded on an 

http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
http://www.fpml.org/spec/2002/instrument-id-ISIN-1-0
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exchange for the purchase or sale of an asset at some 
specified date in the future) 

fx Identifies a simple underlying asset type that is an FX rate. 
Used for specifying FX rates in the pricing and risk 

index an asset whose value is based on the value of a set of 
instruments, typically equities 

loan an underlying asset that is a loan 

mortgage a mortgage backed security 

mutualFund a pooled investment vehicle that takes positions in a variety 
of financial instruments, typically equities 

rateIndex an interest rate index, such as USD LIBOR 

simpleFra a simple, benchmark Forward Rate Agreement 

simpleIrSwap a simple, benchmark Interest Rate Swap 

simpleCreditDefault 
Swap 

a simple, benchmark Credit Default Swap 

 

 #5. “Trade Id”: 

 To allow for compatibility with specifications in other jurisdictions, we strongly recommend the 

definition of the Trade id as floating length Max 42 characters. In addition the Trade Id should allow at a 

minimum the use of the following special characters: “-“ ,  “|”,  “.” , “_” (underscore) ,  “:”). Rules for 

using these special characters would need to be defined.  As mentioned previously in the “data 

standards and Identifier section” we strongly believe a global solution and agreement on a Unique Trade 

Ids will benefit the regulatory community greatly in an environment with multiple Data Repositories for 

a particular asset class. 

#6. “Venue of execution”:  

FpML developed, in collaboration with CFTC staff, for the implementation of the CFTC reporting rules, a 

definition for Execution Venue Type (SEF, DCM, offFacility.) We suggest leveraging this Execution Venue 

Type. For Venue of execution we support using the Market Identifier Code (MIC), which is an external 

FpML scheme, to identify the venue of execution where relevant.  

#7. “price/rate/spread”:  

Different types of contracts may have a price/rate as well as a spread, for example in case of a fixed rate 

swap with a spread on one side. In these cases the reporting format suggested by ESMA will be limiting 

and not allow for a correct representation of the different components.  

FpML has the ability to represent various rates and spreads in products as required.  For example, a 

fixed-float swap may have both a fixed rate and a spread on the floating side.   FpML can capture all of 

the relevant fields for reporting an OTC derivative product.  We recommend avoiding compressing these 

data fields into a single value. 
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We believe that if ESMA insists on using a single reporting format, as described in the Annex1:Article9, 

there will be many limitations, of which price/rate and spread is just one example.  FpML recommends 

representing all of the relevant fields for each type of derivative contract in a way appropriate to that 

contract type. 

#8. “Notional amount”,  #9.” Price multiplier”, #10. “Quantity”:  

We recommend not specifying the format and leave this to market standards. Practices on 

representation for currencies vary and certain currencies do not have decimals. 

#11. “Upfront payments”: 

We suggest specifying this as a non negative number and adding the direction of the payment and 

the currency of the payment as additional information.   

The FpML structures initialPayment and additionalPayment are examples of how this type of 

information typically is represented. #18. “Master Agreement type”:  

FpML strongly discourages the use of free text as a format. We have the following 

MasterAgreementType scheme defined in FpML and believe that this captures the information ESMA is 

looking for. 

MasterAgreementType Explanation 

AFB AFB Master Agreement for Foreign Exchange and Derivatives Transactions 

German German Master Agreement for Financial derivatives and Addendum for 
Options on Stock Exchange Indices or Securities 

ISDA ISDA Master Agreement 

LEAP Leadership in Energy Automated Processing 

Swiss Swiss Master Agreement for OTC Derivatives Instruments 

EFETGas EFET General Agreement Concerning The Delivery And Acceptance of 
Natural Gas 

EFETElectricity EFET General Agreement Concerning the Delivery and Acceptance of 
Electricity 

GTMA FOA Grid Trade Master Agreement 

EEIPower EEI Master Power Purchase and Sale Agreement 

NAESBGas NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas 

NBP Short Term Flat NBP Trading Terms and Conditions 

ZBT Zeebrugge Hub Natural Gas Trading Terms and Conditions 

SCoTA globalCOAL Standard Coal Trading Agreement 

MCPSA CTA Master Coal Purchase and Sales Agreement 

LBMA International Bullion Master Agreement Terms published by the London 
Bullion Market Association 
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As shown below, the representation of MasterAgreementType in FpML includes the Type, Version and 

Agreement Date. All 3 might be needed to uniquely identify the Master Agreement in question. 

XML Example 

        <masterAgreement> 

          <masterAgreementType>ISDA</masterAgreementType> 

          <masterAgreementVersion>1992</masterAgreementVersion> 

          <masterAgreementDate>2006-01-03</masterAgreementDate> 

        </masterAgreement> 

Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/master-agreement-type 

#20.”ConfirmationMethod”: 

Confirmation Method is currently defined in FpML as follows: 

Confirmation 
Method 

Explanation 

Electronic Confirmation via a shared confirmation facility or platform, or a private/bilateral 
electronic system. 

NonElectronic Confirmation via a human-readable written document (possibly transmitted 
electronically). 

 

#27. “Collateralization”:  

While we agree with the values, we strongly suggest leaving it to the industry to define the actual codes 

for each of the values. In this case, the values are consistent with the CFTC requirements, the codes are 

not. We strongly suggest reusing the codes currently defined by FpML: 

FpML Description 

Fully Both initial margin (independent amount) and variation margin will be posted.  
For Transparency view, both parties will do this; for Recordkeeping view, this 
party will do this (a separate indicator in the other partyTradeInformnation block 
is used for the other side) 

Partially Variation margin (but not initial margin) will be posted.  For Transparency view, 
both parties will do this; for Recordkeeping view, this party will do this (a separate 
indicator in the other partyTradeInformnation block is used for the other side). 

OneWay Applies to Transparency view only.   One party will post some form of collateral 
(initial margin or variation margin.) 

Uncollateralized No collateral is posted for this trade.  In Transparency view, no collateral is posted 
by either party; in Recordkeeping view, no collateral is posted by the 
counterparty. 

Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/collateral-type 
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#29. “Collateral types”: 

Market participants typically do not post specific types of collateral for specific transactions.  Instead, 

collateral is typically posted on a portfolio basis.  The amount posted is based on independent amounts 

for each transaction, plus an amount based on the aggregate value of the portfolio (the “variation 

margin”).  Where multiple types of collateral are posted, it is generally not possible to map individual 

types of collateral to specific transactions.  For this reason FpML recommends that this field be removed 

from transaction reporting.   

Should ESMA require the information on the types of instruments (cash, securities, etc.) that were 

posted as collateral, we suggest this be a part of a portfolio level collateral report. 

Should this information be required, FpML currently has support for a variety of assets as we explained 

previously in the section of underlyers. These same assets can be used for the collateral information. 

Market participants typically do not post specific types of collateral for specific transactions.  Instead, 

collateral is typically posted on a portfolio basis.  The amount posted is based on independent amounts 

for each transaction, plus an amount based on the aggregate value of the portfolio (the “variation 

margin”).  Where multiple types of collateral are posted, in general it is not possible to map individual 

types of collateral to specific transactions.  For this reason FpML recommends that this field be removed 

from transaction reporting.   

Should ESMA require the information on the types of instruments (cash, securities, etc.) that were 

posted as collateral, we suggest this be a part of a portfolio level collateral report. 

Should this information be required, FpML currently has support for the following types of assets or 

instruments: Please refer table for element #3 Underlying: Article 9: section 2a - contract type. 

#30. “Other”:  

We strongly advise against the use of ‘free form’ text. In this case, if the suggestion for field 29 is 

adopted, there is no need to provide field 30. 

#31. “Collateral Amount”:  

Please confirm whether this field covers the “independent amount “only and does not cover variation 

margin. 

#32. “Currency of collateral” and  #33. “Other currency of collateral”:  

We strongly recommend having only one field for the currency of the collateral and for this field to 

use the ISO currency code (4217), which is the default value used by FpML. 

In order to reference to the latest ISO currency code standards, FpML references the currency code via 

the External coding scheme. 
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#34. “Mark to market value of contract”:  

FpML recommends separating the representation of Mark to Market value from the format. 

An example of this can be seen in the current representation in the ValuationReport//quote structure. 

 

Where : 

a. quote/value represents the currency amount in decimal form and  

b. measureType as reference by the coding scheme assetMeasureScheme determines the 

Format (Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/asset-measure). 
 

Currency is available to record the currency of the value (for example where the Mark to Market is a 

Market Value /Net Present Value or another value expressed in currency units) 
 

  XML Example 
  <quote> 

      <value>5000</value> 

      <measureType>ShortSwapPosition</measureType> 

  </quote> 

  

http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/asset-measure
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Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/asset-measure. 

 

#36. “Master Netting Agreement:  

In the experience of FpML participants, netting is in general covered as part of the Master Agreements, 

which are covered in field no 18, and there are no separate Master Netting Agreements.  Consequently 

we recommend removal of this field as it is unlikely to be used. 

In case this field will be required we strongly discourage the use of free text and suggest leveraging 

Master Agreement Type as described in our comments on field 18.  

#39. “Day count fraction”:  

We suggest reusing the values defined as part of the FpML day count fraction scheme which reflects 

industry best practice and documentation in this area. The Day count fraction scheme can be found in 

the scheme list, the current values are copied below. 
 

dayCountFraction 
Codes 

Explanation 

1/1 Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (a) 
or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (a). 

ACT/ACT.ISDA Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (b) 
or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (b). Note that going from FpML 2.0 
Recommendation to the FpML 3.0 Trial Recommendation the code in FpML 
2.0 'ACT/365.ISDA' became 'ACT/ACT.ISDA'. 

ACT/ACT.ICMA Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (c). 
This day count fraction code is applicable for transactions booked under 
the 2006 ISDA Definitions. Transactions under the 2000 ISDA Definitions 
should use the ACT/ACT.ISMA 

ACT/ACT.ISMA The Fixed/Floating Amount will be calculated in accordance with Rule 251 
of the statutes, by-laws, rules and recommendations of the International 
Securities Market Association, as published in April 1999, as applied to 
straight and convertible bonds issued after December 31, 1998, as though 
the Fixed/Floating Amount were the interest coupon on such a bond. This 
day count fraction code is applicable for transactions booked under the 
2000 ISDA Definitions. Transactions under the 2006 ISDA Definitions should 
use the ACT/ACT.ICMA code instead. 

ACT/ACT.AFB The Fixed/Floating Amount will be calculated in accordance with the "BASE 
EXACT/EXACT" day count fraction, as defined in the "Definitions 
Communes plusieurs Additifs Techniques" published by the Association 
Francaise des Banques in September 1994. 

ACT/365.FIXED Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (d) 

http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/asset-measure
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or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (c). 

ACT/360 Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (e) 
or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (d). 

  

30/360 Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (f) 
or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (e). 

30E/360 Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (g) 
or Annex to the 2000 ISDA Definitions (June 2000 Version), Section 4.16. 
Day Count Fraction, paragraph (f). Note that the algorithm defined for this 
day count fraction has changed between the 2000 ISDA Definitions and 
2006 ISDA Definitions. See Introduction to the 2006 ISDA Definitions for 
further information relating to this change. 

30E/360.ISDA Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (h). 
Note the algorithm for this day count fraction under the 2006 ISDA 
Definitions is designed to yield the same results in practice as the version of 
the 30E/360 day count fraction defined in the 2000 ISDA Definitions. See 
Introduction to the 2006 ISDA Definitions for further information relating 
to this change. 

BUS/252 The number of Business Days in the Calculation Period or Compounding 
Period in respect of which payment is being made divided by 252. 

ACT/365L Per 2006 ISDA Definitions, Section 4.16. Day Count Fraction, paragraph (i). 
Ref: http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/day-count-fraction 

#40. Payment frequency, # 41. Payment frequency,  

#42. Reset frequency: 

We suggest using the FpML conventions, specified through an enumeration in the standard, rather than 

defining slightly different representations. 

Please find the accepted FpML conventions with the ESMA proposed conventions 

ESMA  proposed As suggested by FpML 

D=daily D-    Day 
 

W=weekly W- Week 

M=monthly M- Month 

Q=quarterly 3M 

S=semi-annually 6M 

A=annually Y-Year 

 

FpML Example 
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<paymentFrequency> 

            <periodMultiplier>3</periodMultiplier> 

            <period>M</period> 

</paymentFrequency> 

 

#43. Floating rate to floating rate 

#44. Fixed rate to fixed rate 

#45. Fixed rate to floating rate:  

We would appreciate further information on these fields.  Please provide examples of the types of 

information that should be provided and the types of swaps (fixed-fixed, fixed-float, float-float) the 

fields should be provided for.  Please note that FpML is fully capable of representing all of these types of 

trades, with fixed rates and spreads as appropriate, but from the provided description we are unable to 

map the required information to the FpML trade representation. 

#46. Currency2:  

This field appears to apply only to FX transactions, but interest rate swaps may be cross-currency, so this 

field should also be available for swaps. 

#53. CommodityDetails 

FpML recommends the use of FpML coding schemes defined by industry participants, which make use of 

the ISDA commodity definitions. As previously mentioned, these schemes are freely available as part of 

the FpML specifications. 

#54. LoadType  

FpML, through the FpML commodity working group, is currently is the process of creating a list of 

enumerated values for this information. Some of the values defined by the commodity working group 

are: 

 Baseload 

 Peak 

 Off-peak 

 Block Hours 

 Other 

We strongly recommend the use of these values and avoid the use of free text. 
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#55. Delivery point or Zone  

We strongly advise against the use of free text. An FpML coding scheme has been proposed to 

determine this value and will be part of the standard in the near future.  

#58. Border 

‘Border’ – ‘Identification of the border or border point of a transportation contract.’ 

We are unfamiliar with this terminology and would welcome further clarification.  

#59. Daily or hourly quantity: 

The use of free text to express this element will hinder its usage.  FpML has developed a normalized 

representation with the physicalQuantity element which we recommend to use in this case.  

#63. Action type: 

We understand that this field intends to capture changes throughout the lifecycle of a contract, 

reflecting different post trade events that take place. In FpML, this is covered through a variety of 

messages. We provide below a short description of the messaging framework to provide further insight 

into the different post trade messaging flows. 

FpML Messaging Framework 
The structure of FpML is based primarily on a series of messages, which represent various Action Types 

for products in the OTC derivatives life cycle phase. 

FpML has developed a variety of messages for the purpose of confirmation/reporting. The messages are 

categorized under broad categories or “views”. A view in FpML is a version of the schema focused on a 

particular business area or application such as reporting a confirmation.   

In order to support the regulatory reporting we have added two views, namely recordkeeping and 

transparency. 

The “Confirmation” view: This view is intended to be used for confirming the precise details of contracts 

and post-trade business events. 

The “Reporting” view: This view is intended to be used for reporting trading and business activities and 

positions (including as part of STP flows), as well as processes such as reconciliation. 

The “Transparency” view is intended to be used for reporting price forming information about executed 

transactions to the public by reporting parties and execution platforms. 

The “Recordkeeping” view is intended to be used for reporting the Primary Economic Terms of 

derivative transactions to Swaps Data Repositories from entities including market participants, 

execution platforms, and clearing or confirmation services. 
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 For more information on the FpML messages see: 

Ref: http://www.fpml.org/documents/FpML5-messaging-framework.pdf 

These messages are intended to be used for communicating between firms or systems.  

Following are common characteristics of messages: 

 Message documents are divided into three main types: 
o Notification messages are used to send unsolicited information. 
o Request messages are used to ask for something to be done. 
o Response messages are used to reply to “Request” messages. 

 

A detailed mapping of all the fields required for an OTC transaction can be found in the FpML Schema. 

All the processes described in this section are applied to the following events: 

 trade 
 novation 
 increase 
 termination 
 amendment 
 optionExercise / optionExpiry 
 deClear 

In addition, the "clearing" event can be used in the clearing business processes. 

All events use the same messages to support the processes. The additionalEvent element is an extension 
point to customize FpML and add additional events. 

In addition, FpML’s messaging framework provides the ability to correct or retract messages.  
Corrections are indicated using a correction indicator, and retractions are reported using a separate 
message that allows only the identifier of the retracted message or trade/event to be sent. 

ESMA  proposed As suggested by FpML 

N=New trade 
M=Modify trade with correction indicator = true 

C=Cancel trade retraction 
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Support for post trade activities: 
In FpML 5, most workflows are designed to work consistently for a number of events, including new 

trades and post-trade events such as novations, amendments, and terminations.  

For example, requestEventStatus /eventStatusResponse  – a set of messages allowing one party to 

query the status of one event (trade or post-trade event) previously sent to another party. 
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Article 29 RTS on the record-keeping requirements for CCPs–EMIR  
#15.Time of termination of the contract:  

We are of the opinion that ‘Time of termination of the contract’ only applies to trades that were 

terminated early. In this case, the termination event FpML has a provision of providing a timestamp.  

However we are unclear if the purpose of this field applies to scenarios of a scheduled termination or an 

early termination. Some clarity on this would be appreciated. 

 
#18. Time of settlement or of buy-in in the contract:  
FpML would require further clarification on this field as well.  It is not clear whether this applies only to 

cleared trades and refers to the time of clearing, or may also apply to non-cleared trade, in which case 

the settlement date is unclear for most trade types. 

 

For any additional information, please contact Karel Engelen at Kengelen@isda.org 
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Executive Summary 
 

As the marketplace landscape takes shape to address the financial reform commitments, we see 

some clear trends as it relates to electronic data representation of OTC derivatives.  A dominant 

role of FIX in the execution space, where this lightweight protocol has been used for a number 

of years; a collective commitment to FpML for SDR reporting, as a result of its completeness for 

representing OTC derivatives terms; a dual role played by FIXML and FpML for clearing, often a 

function of whether the facility had roots in the listed derivatives or the OTC derivatives space. 

In such context, leveraging FpML to represent complex and bespoke products carries the 

immense advantage of providing a common data representation across all OTC derivatives.  Not 

only does a unique protocol translates into lower costs of interface and easier ability to 

aggregate data across products and asset classes, but it also provides a flexible framework for 

adjusting the level of data representation across the product innovation lifecycle. 

FpML adopted the Generic Product representation to address the needs to capture the 

complete spectrum of OTC derivatives, for purposes such as portfolio reporting and internal 

data representation.  The approach consists in having a simplified product representation, which 

focuses on describing some fundamental economic fields.  As very similar concept has been 

embraced by the industry for representing non-electronically confirmed credit derivatives in the 

DTCC Trade Information Warehouse, one difference being that a spreadsheet is used to 

communicate the data in that latter case. 

Current usage shows that when this Generic Product representation is used, it applies to less 

than 5% of the OTC derivatives population. 

As it relates to prudential regulators, the main limitation of such data representation is that it 

cannot be used as an input for computing valuation and risk analysis, as the transaction 

economics are not fully represented.  It is however understood that this will not constitute an 

issue in the foreseeable future, as reporting participants will be required to periodically send 

their own valuation, while regulators do not intend to independently perform such computation 

for some period of time.  

It is expected that this machine-readable Generic Product representation will be supplemented 

with the legally binding confirmation of the trade, in a format that is to be determined.  While it 

is understood that this requirement to have the legal trade confirmation sent to the SDR applies 

to all trade types, it would have further value in the case of generic and complex products, 

considering that the machine-readable algorithmic representation will only have partial 

information about the transaction economics.  This confirmation document would equip 

prudential regulators with the ability to investigate the full terms of such complex OTC 

derivative trades on a case-by-case basis. 
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The cost-benefit analysis shows this Generic Product representation approach would preserve 

market participants’ ability to effectively participate in the product innovation cycle, and 

translate into significantly lower reporting costs for those products, a number of which will 

anyway not reach a level of maturity that would lead to significant volumes of activity. 

Adopting the FpML Generic Product representation for complex and bespoke products 

constitutes then a good stepping stone for SDR reporting of complex and bespoke products, in-

line with a market practice that has proven to be quite effective at striking a good balance 

between product innovation and data reporting imperatives. 
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Scope and Approach 
 

This paper aims at evaluating the suitability of the Generic Product representation for the 

reporting of complex and bespoke OTC derivatives to the Swap Data Repositories (SDR).  2 

The concept behind such approach is to report basic transaction economics until the product 

has reached a sufficient level in the innovation cycle to allow for the standardization of such 

terms, while provide appropriate level of details for the other parts of the derivatives 

representation. 

Such approach allows for the usage of a consistent data representation protocol across the 

whole spectrum of OTC derivatives.  This is deemed as preferable to an alternative avenue that 

would consist in having a distinct algorithmic protocol for such population of OTC derivatives, 

because of the implied costs and complexities associated with the development and 

maintenance of dual reporting protocols.  3 

This paper makes reference to two implementations of this concept: the FpML Generic Product 

representation, and the DTCC Copper Record representation. 

 

The FpML protocol provides a normalized electronic data representation for OTC derivatives 

that is very closely aligned with the confirmation terms of those products.    

The implication is that a product needs to have reached a certain level of marketplace 

standardization as part of its confirmation language in order to be fully expressible through 

FpML. 

This was identified some years ago as an issue in the cases where FpML is meant to represent a 

complete spectrum of OTC derivatives, such as portfolio reporting or internal data 

representation. 

The response to this issue has consisted in developing a simplified product representation, 

which focuses on describing some fundamental economic fields.   It is called the Generic Product 

representation. 

 

                                                           
2
 And, more generally, to the respective derivatives Trade Repositories that have been mandated as part of the 

G20 commitment 
3
  The usage of one consistent protocol allows to proceed by extension once a product becomes standardized.  

Making use of a distinct protocol for the early stages of a product lifecycle would, on the other hand, necessitate 
to re-do this initial implementation via an alternative protocol (say, FpML) once the product becomes mature.  
Furthermore, this would necessitate the maintenance of two standards across the industry for a similar purpose. 
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When asked in 2009 by prudential regulators to centrally record non-electronically confirmed 

Credit derivatives transactions, DTCC has developed a similar approach, in the form of the 

Copper Record representation.  

The DTCC Gold Record representation was implemented as part of the initial inception of the 

DTCC Trade Information Warehouse for credit default swaps, in November 2006.  It corresponds 

to a bilaterally agreed electronic representation of the full set of contract terms.  The Copper 

Records, on the other hand, aims at capturing information for the credit derivative transactions 

which are not electronically confirmed.  It was rolled out in July 2009, and corresponds to a 

single sided non-legal representation of some of the terms of the contracts.  It has been 

enhanced in a number of respects since this initial implementation, to increase transparency 

and accommodate records submitted by clearing venues. 

 

The purpose of this paper is to articulate how those concepts can be used for the purpose of 

reporting complex and bespoke OTC derivatives to the Swap Data Repositories. 

The developments are organized in three sections and two appendices.  The first section 

describes the data representation of the Generic Product implementation, using the analytical 

framework recently proposed by the CPSS/IOSCO Report on OTC Derivatives Data Reporting and 

Aggregation Requirements.  The second section proposes a scope framework for this Generic 

Product representation in the context of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 

Protection Act.  The third section articulates a cost/benefit analysis in relation to this proposed 

approach. 

The two appendices present more specific information and supportive examples for each of the 

two implementation approaches that are referenced as part of this document: respectively, the 

FpML Generic Product and the DTCC Copper Record representations. 

As the FpML Generic representation and the DTCC Copper Record are very similar, the term 

‘Generic Product’ will be used when referring to both of those as an implementation concept.  

The terms ‘FpML Generic Product’ and ‘DTCC Copper Record’ will be used when specifically 

referring to one of those respective implementations. 
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The Data Representation 
 

The CPSS/IOSCO Report on OTC Derivatives Data Reporting and Aggregation Requirements 4 

identifies the following functional categories of data elements that are of relevant value for the 

Trade Repositories: 

1. Operational data, i.e. data used by a Trade Repository for internal management 

purposes and such as transaction number, trading and clearing venue, etc. 

2. Product information, i.e. information that allows for the classification and/or 

identification of the instrument. 

3. Transaction economics, i.e. the material terms of a transaction, including effective 

and termination dates, notional amounts, coupon amounts, payment schedules, etc. 

4. Valuation data. 

5. Counterparty information. 

6. Underlyer information, i.e. unique code for identifying underlyers and various 

attributes of the underlyers. 

7. Event data, i.e. information that records the occurrence of an event and includes a 

time stamp (which indicates precisely when a particular event occurred). 

 

The below table presents the Generic Product representation coverage across each of those 

functional categories of data elements: 

Functional Category Generic Product Representation 

Operational data Same as standardized trades negotiated and confirmed non-electronically. 

Product information Taxonomy classification will be provided, but not the UPI. 

Transaction economics Basic information. 

Valuation data Same as standardized trades. 

Counterparty information Same as standardized trades. 

Underlyer information The data structure exists.  Its usage may differ across products. 

Event data While the FpML structure exists, its usage may be limited in practice. 

 

This table highlights the fact that the Generic Product fundamentally differs from the 

standardized instruments in relation to just one or two of those functional categories of data 

elements: the transaction economics and, to some extent, the lifecycle event. 

The data representation consistency for the other functional categories relates to the fact that 

the firms that transact those complex and bespoke products need to integrate them as part of 

                                                           
4
 http://www.iosco.org/library/pubdocs/pdf/IOSCOPD356.pdf 

 

http://www.iosco.org/library/pubdocs/pdf/IOSCOPD356.pdf


ANNEX    

 

7 www.fpml.org  

 

their operational, risk management and control frameworks.  As a result, they need to have such 

a similar data representation across standardized and complex products. 

On the other hand, the straight-through-processing infrastructure in place for the standardized 

products typically does not apply to low-volume complex instruments, which in turn translates 

to an absence of data normalization for the representation of the transaction economics and the 

lifecycle event data.  

 

Let’s review more in detail each of those functional categories of data elements as they pertain 

to complex and bespoke products: 

1. Operational data 

The key distinguishing factor among OTC derivatives as it relates to operational data 

attributes is whether a product is transacted electronically or through voice.  A trade 

executed electronically will indeed carry information that is typically not available for voice 

trade, such as the order time and the execution time. 

As a result, it is expected that Generic Products should carry the same level of operational 

data than standardized products that are executed through voice channels. 

 

2. Product information 

The product taxonomies that are in the process of being finalized by ISDA include an ‘Exotic’ 

product identification for each of the 5 asset classes, which will allow reporting participants 

to appropriately classify the complex and bespoke products. 

Generic Products will however not have a distinct Unique Product Identifier (UPI), the 

reason for this being that the normalized product identification that is necessary to generate 

such UPI code will not be available.  This has been discussed and acknowledged by the ISDA 

UPI Working Group. 

 

3. Transaction economics 

The core set of transaction economics available as part of the Generic Product 

representation relates to dates and notional. 

The dates allow to determine the start and end period of the trade.  The FpML Generic 

Product representation includes the effective date, besides the start date. 
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The notional allows to ‘size’ the trade, and is often required for financial reporting and 

other purposes.  The FpML Generic Product provides the flexibility to express the notional 

either in currency or units, to accommodate the commodity and equity products. 

The DTCC Copper Record representation being focused on the Credit products, it provides 

support to some other data elements that are specific to that asset class, when applicable: 

fixed rate, tranche attachment, tranche exhaustion, seniority, restructuring type.   Those 

fields are however applicable to certain specific products types 5, and such an approach 

would be extremely difficult to extend to a broader cross-assets context where the set of 

complex and bespoke products in not well defined.  As a result, the recommendation is to 

make use of the current FpML Generic Product representation as a starting point, and to 

potentially augment it down the road if need be. 

 

4. Valuation data 

It is understood that regulators will look for marketplace participants to provide on-going 

exposure information, and that they do not plan to compute exposure calculation 

independently in the foreseeable future. 

In that respect, valuation information can be reported in exactly the same manner across 

the standardized and non-standardized (i.e. Generic) products. 

 

5. Counterparty information 

Similarly, the Generic Product representation should not affect the level of counterparty 

information to be reported to the SDR. 

 

6. Underlyer information 

Both the FpML Generic Product and DTCC Copper Record representations provide the 

ability to report the underlyer information, when applicable.  (In the DTCC Copper Record 

representation, though, this representation is limited to the first underlyer in the case of 

basket trades.)  

Such support can seem counter-intuitive considering that it is deemed extremely difficult 

to normalize complex and bespoke products.  It should however be noted that the Generic 

Product only provides a list of underlyer constituents.  It does not provide information as to 

                                                           
5
 The DTCC specification makes a distinction between seven product types: single name, index, index tranche, CDS 

on loans, CDS on ABS, swaption and structured transaction. 
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how those underlyer elements should be combined for the purpose of determining a 

payoff. 

Furthermore, it should be expected that the level of underlyer information will vary among 

products and, possibly, reporting participants.  It is recommended that the SDR reporting 

requirements should be kept flexible in that respect, at least in an initial period of time. 

 

7. Event data 

FpML models lifecycle events outside of the product/trade construct.  As a result, from a 

strict data modeling standpoint the fact that a product is either fully or generically 

represented does not impact the lifecycle event representation. 

That being said, the level of sophistication of a lifecycle event model is directly correlated to 

the level of straight-through processing that firms want to achieve.  As a result, whenever 

possible firms tend to opt for a ‘snapshot’ approach as it relates to complex and bespoke 

products.  The DTCC Copper Record is an example of such an implementation. 

 

It is expected that this machine-readable Generic Product representation will be supplemented with the 

legally binding confirmation of the trade, in a format that is to be determined.  While it is understood 

that this requirement to have the legal trade confirmation sent to the SDR applies to all trade types, it 

would have further value in the case of generic and complex products, considering that the machine-

readable algorithmic representation will only have partial information about the transaction economics.  

This confirmation document would equip prudential regulators with the ability to investigate the full 

terms of such complex OTC derivative trades on a case-by-case basis.  
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The Product Representation Lifecycle 
 

Adopting a Generic Product implementation for complex and bespoke products also requires 

the definition of an evolution path, to determine when a complete data representation should 

be adopted for a given product. 

The following developments describe the approach currently in place at DTCC and at the market 

participants which make use of the Generic Product representation, and propose a possible 

avenue for SDR reporting. 

 

The product representation cycle at DTCC 

The ISDA Credit Implementation Group (CIG) is the governance structure for the DTCC Trade 

Information Warehouse as it relates to Credit derivatives.  As such, it decides when it is 

appropriate for a Copper Record representation to be promoted to Gold Record.  The decision 

combines volume, business prospects and product complexity considerations.   

According to the DTCC monthly metrics for July 2011, 96.72% of total credit derivatives trade 

volumes were represented through Gold Records.  The remainder 3.28% of the population were 

represented as Copper Records. 6 

 

The product representation cycle at the firms that make use of the Generic Product concept 

Earlier version of this paper have been discussed with 20+market participants, either via group 

sessions hosted by ISDA or via one-on-one specific meetings. 

These discussions appear to confirm the fact that this approach of having a more limited data 

representation downstream of the risk and pricing systems is quite widely used across the 

industry for representing non-standardized products.  It is indeed not a coincidence if such 

approach was adopted by the large dealers to represent the complex credit derivatives for 

reporting purposes to the DTCC Trade Information Warehouse, in 2009. 

The typical paradigm seems for those market participants to engage into a full representation of 

those products once there is a need to put in place straight-through-processing. 

Those discussions with market participants also appear to confirm that those implementations 

of the Generic Product concept represent typically less than 5% of the number of outstanding 

                                                           
6
 It should be noted that those statistics indicate the number of trade records in the Trade Information Warehouse 

database.  The Copper Records are then double-counted when compared to the Gold Records, because they are 
counted as submitted trades, while the Gold Records are counted as matched trades.   
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OTC derivatives – even if such percentages can be greater in certain asset classes, like equity and 

commodity. 

 

The product representation cycle for SDR reporting - A proposed approach 

The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act requires that standardized 

swaps be centrally cleared.  As a result, it is proposed that this clearing requirement be used as 

the baseline for defining the set of products that should, at minimum, be fully represented as 

part of the reporting to the SDRs. 

In practice, it can be expected that some products can reach an appropriate level of 

standardization, while liquidity and/or risk considerations might still be an impediment for 

mandating that they be centrally cleared. 

As a result, it is suggested that the level of electronic confirmations be also used as a criterion 

for determining whether a product should be fully represented as part of the reporting to the 

SDRs. 
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Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 

Methodology  

This analysis compares the Generic Product implementation with the full representation of the 

transaction economics in terms of delivery timeline, implementation cost, and usage benefits 

for prudential regulators. 

In order to accommodate for the widely accepted fact that the FpML standardized product 

representation would be inapplicable to the tail-end of the OTC derivatives lifecycle spectrum 

(i.e. those extremely tailored and exotic products, which in some cases are transacted only 

once), the analysis is focused on the ‘emerging products’, i.e. those which are marketed and 

traded in a repeated but still limited fashion and which terms are not yet completely 

standardized. 

The analysis is based upon the extensive experience developed by industry participants in 

making use of FpML to represent OTC derivatives products, whether for internal data 

representation purposes or as part of marketplace initiatives (such as the DTCC Trade 

Information Warehouse).  The time-to-market estimate has been developed leveraging the 

experience of the FpML working groups assigned to creating the respective product 

representations.  The cost estimate has been evaluated leveraging participant experience in 

implementing such representation.  This analysis has been discussed with 20+ market 

participants that included sell-side and buy-side firms, as well as industry service providers and 

marketplace utilities. 

This analysis shows that the Generic Product representation for the purpose of reporting 

complex and bespoke OTC derivatives to the Swap Data Repository would result in two sets of 

benefits for the marketplace: 

 It would preserve market participants’ ability to effectively participate in the product 

innovation cycle; 

 It would translate into significantly lower reporting costs for those products, a number 

of which will never reach a level of maturity that would lead to significant volumes of 

activity. 

From a usage standpoint, it is estimated that such approach would meet prudential regulators’ 

requirements until they decide to independently price and value such complex and bespoke 

transactions.  At that point, experience demonstrates that reported transaction economics can 

be effectively enriched for the products that require it. 
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The Generic Product representation as a way to preserve market participants’ ability to participate in 

the product innovation lifecycle 

Developing a normalized representation for OTC derivatives is a two-step process: 

 The development of an industry standard representation.  This requires the definition of 

the appropriate legal language at the marketplace level, followed by the development 

of an algorithmic representation of those terms.  The experience at ISDA shows that it 

typically takes between 3 to 6 months, depending of whether it’s an extension of an 

existing product, or a completely new product. 

 Once this industry standard is in place, the respective participants then need to 

integrate this new data representation into their respective systems.  Here also, the 

experience shows that it typically takes 3 to 6 months to do so. 

As a result, implementing a full normalized representation of the trade economics for bespoke 

and complex OTC derivatives would add a 6 months to 1 year time-to-market lead time for each 

product as part of the product innovation cycle. 7 

As mentioned as part of the introduction to this cost-benefit analysis, it is certainly not 

suggested here that we should look to develop a standardized data representation for each and 

every OTC derivative that is traded on the marketplace.  Some of those are traded only once, 

among two parties, and it would then not be feasible to agree on and implement a standard 

representation at the industry level for those. 

 

The Generic Product representation as a way to control the reporting infrastructure cost 

Evaluating the incremental cost associated with a complete product representation versus a 

Generic Product representation requires 3 data estimates: 

 The incremental cost per OTC derivative product; 

 The number of products currently represented as Generic Products across the industry; 

 The number of reporting participants and SDR that would have to undertake the work. 

 

  

                                                           
6
 These estimates will vary according to whether it is a variation of an existing product, or a new product 

altogether.  They are based upon the experience that was developed for representing new products through FpML 
over the past 10 years or so.  While the industry had the experience of implementing very simple variations of 
existing products more quickly than mentioned here, some products also took significantly longer (mortgage 
derivatives would be an example that comes to mind).  The goal here is to focus on the typical cases, as opposed to 
the tail-end of the distribution. 
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Estimating the implementation cost differential associated with a Generic Product 

representation versus a full product representation 

For the purpose of simplicity, we assume that the implementation cost is limited to two set of 

actors: the reporting participants and the trade repositories.  8 

 Market participant development costs:  the additional incremental cost of a full 

implementation versus of Generic Product implementation is estimated at 4 man-

months when limited to the transaction economics, and 1 man-year if lifecycle events 

also need to be modeled. 9  Assuming that two of the five asset classes will have a 

lifecycle event model, while the other three will have a snapshot update model 10, this 

leads to an averaged 7 man-months work estimate per product. 

 Trade repository cost:  internal analysis by DTCC concluded that the above cost can also 

be applied as the estimate of the incremental effort required for implementing a Gold 

Record representation by the trade repository.  As noted the previous page, while 

experience shows that this effort can vary significantly depending on how unusual the 

product is, this estimate is a fair reflection of such incremental effort. 

 

Estimating the number of products currently represented as Generic Products across the 

industry 

This is certainly the most difficult part of the exercise.  As stated above, the proposed approach 

is to limit the scope of this cost-benefit analysis to the products that are already traded in some 

‘reasonable’ volumes.  

Information collected from market participants leads to think that we have in the order of 10 to 

15 products per asset class which have more than 100 open trades associated with each of 

them, but which transaction economics are not yet full normalized and standardized in order to 

allow (among other things) for operational straight-through processing. 

 

  

                                                           
8
 In particular, we are proposing to ignore the cost associated with the definition of the standardized 

representation itself at the marketplace level.  While such effort translates into a significant elapse time (the 3 to 6 
months already mentioned), the actual work involved is indeed quite difficult to estimate.  It is also estimated to 
be much less significant than the overall implementation cost across participants. 
9
 This cost includes the combined set of Technology and Operations resources typically associated with such 

implementation. 
10

 See CFTC proposed rule 17 CFR Part 45 Swap Data Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements. 
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Estimating the number of reporting participants and SDR that would have to undertake the work 

The CFTC proposed rule 17 CFR Part 45 Swap Data Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements, 

estimates the number of entities impacted by the reporting obligations as follows:  15 SDRs, 50 

MSPs, 250 SDs, 12 DCOs, and 40 SEFs. 

Considering that the DCOs and SEFs will only get involved in standardized products, they should 

not be part of the scope analysis as it relates to the Generic Product representation. 

As a result, the number of entities to be considered as part of the cost-benefit analysis should be 

300 reporting entities and 15 SDRs. 

For the purpose of this cost-benefit analysis, this assumption however needs to be further 

refined in order to account for the fact that some participants will play a role in relation to only 

certain of the asset classes, while a number of them will also outsource the work to marketplace 

service providers (either software development firms or middleware service providers).   As a 

result, we have adopted the following further assumptions: 

 10 first tier reporting participants will undertake the work internally, across the 5 asset 

classes. 

 30 second tier reporting participants will undertake the work internally, across 3 asset 

classes. 

 260 reporting entities will rely on service providers to do the work.  For the purpose of 

this exercise, we assume that there will be 20 such service providers, each of them 

covering 2 asset classes. 

 While we will have one global SDR covering the 5 asset classes, we assume that the 14 

other SDRs will be asset-class specific. 

 

The table below presents the outcome of this incremental cost analysis.  Assuming that 10 products per 

asset class would have the potential to be eligible for a full representation of their transaction 

economics, such representation would translate into an additional reporting cost of 1,161 man-years 

across the industry.  This incremental cost would be 1,741 man-years if we assume 15 products per 

asset class. 

 

 

Number of asset 

classes per 

entity

Effort per entity if 10 

products per asset class

(man-years)

Effort per entity if 15 

products per asset class

(man-years)

Number of 

Entities

Marketplace effort if 10 

products per asset class

(man-years)

Marketplace effort if 15 

products per asset class

(man-years)

1st tier reporting participants 5 29 44 10 292 438

2nd tier reporting participants 3 18 26 30 525 788

Service providers 2 12 18 20 233 350

Global SDR 5 29 44 1 29 44

Asset-class specific SDRs 1 6 9 14 82 123

Total 1,161 1,741
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The Generic Product representation as satisfying prudential regulators needs in the foreseeable future 

As indicated in the second part of this document, the key limitation associated with the Generic 

Product representation is that it cannot be used as an input to independently compute valuation 

and risk analysis. 

Prudential regulators involved in discussions with the Working Group confirmed that this would 

not constitute an issue in the foreseeable future, as reporting participants will be required to 

provide valuation information. 

If prudential regulators want to independently compute valuation and risk analysis at a later 

point, experience shows that such Generic Product representation constitutes a flexible 

paradigm, which can be extended for the products that justify it. 
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Appendix 1 - The FpML Generic Representation 
 

The diagram below presents the main components of the FpML schema for the Generic Product 

representation. 
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The following comments can be made in relation to this schema representation: 

- This schema representation doesn’t incorporate the operational data elements that are part 

of the tradeHeader information, which corresponds to the root element that is common 

across all the FpML trade representations.  This tradeHeader construct includes the trade 

date, the relevant timestamps, the clearing status, the execution and clearing information, 

etc.) 

- Most of the data elements are optional, to accommodate the fact that the ability to provide 

the relevant information may vary among asset classes and products.  (In the above 

diagram, optional components are represented with dotted lines.) 

- This diagram only highlights the main components of this Generic Product representation.  

The complete set of information can be accessed from the ISDA FpML web site, at 

http://www.fpml.org/ .   (It is part of the recordkeeping and reporting views.) 

 

FpML Generic Product examples 

The three examples below present the set of data points that would typically be available 

through an FpML Generic Product representation.  For simplicity purposes, the data is presented 

through a table format, instead of a sample XML file. 

Example 1 – Exotic interest rate swap 

Functional Category FpML Data Element Example Value 

Operational data Event type New trade 

Operational data Trade identifier 12345 

Operational data Execution type Voice 

Operational data Execution venue Not Applicable 

Operational data Clearing indicator N 

Product information Asset class Interest rate 

Product information Base product Exotic 

Product information Sub-Product Not populated 
Product information Transaction Type Not populated 
Counterparty information Party A identifier LEI A 

Counterparty information Party B identifier LEI B 

Transaction economics Buyer party Party A 

Transaction economics Seller party Party B 

Transaction economics Trade date 2010-08-10 

Transaction economics Effective date 2010-08-10 

Transaction economics Termination date 2015-08-10 

Transaction economics Notional amount 123,200,000 

Transaction economics Notional currency USD 

Transaction economics Settlement currency USD 

Underlyer information Fixed rate Not populated 

Underlyer information Floating rate Not populated 

  

http://www.fpml.org/
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Example 2 – Exotic credit derivative 

Functional Category FpML Data Element Example Value 

Operational data Event type New trade 

Operational data Trade identifier 23456 

Operational data Execution type Voice 

Operational data Execution venue Not Applicable 

Operational data Clearing indicator N 

Product information Asset class Credit 

Product information Base product Exotic 

Product information Sub-Product Corporate 

Product information Transaction Type Not populated 

Counterparty information Party A identifier LEI A 

Counterparty information Party B identifier LEI B 

Transaction economics Buyer party Party A 

Transaction economics Seller party Party B 

Transaction economics Trade date 2009-05-10 

Transaction economics Effective date 2009-05-21 

Transaction economics Termination date 2012-06-20 

Transaction economics Notional amount 50,000,000 

Transaction economics Notional currency USD 

Transaction economics Settlement currency USD 

Underlyer information Reference entity - Entity name Alcoa Inc. 

Underlyer information Reference entity - RED ID 0A4848 

Underlyer information Reference obligation – ISIN US00440EAC12 
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Example 3 – Exotic equity derivative 

Functional Category FpML Data Element Example Value 

Operational data Event type New trade 

Operational data Trade identifier 23456 

Operational data Execution type Voice 

Operational data Execution venue Not Applicable 

Operational data Clearing indicator N 

Product information Asset class Equity 

Product information Base product Exotic 

Product information Sub-Product Not populated 

Product information Transaction Type Not populated 

Counterparty information Party A identifier LEI A 

Counterparty information Party B identifier LEI B 

Transaction economics Buyer party Party A 

Transaction economics Seller party Party B 

Transaction economics Trade date 2009-05-10 

Transaction economics Effective date 2011-10-14 

Transaction economics Termination date 2012-01-04 

Transaction economics Notional amount 108,000,000 

Transaction economics Notional currency USD 

Transaction economics Settlement currency USD 

Underlyer information Instrument ID – RIC Code GOOG.O 

Underlyer information Instrument ID – ISIN Code US38259P5089 

Underlyer information Market ID NASD 
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Appendix 2 - The DTCC Copper Representation 
 

Following are two Copper Records examples which highlight the main features of the Copper 

Record data representation that has been in use at DTCC since 2009.   

 

Example 1 – Structured transaction 

Functional Category DTCC Data Element Example Value 

Operational data Activity New 

Operational data Transaction Type Trade 

Operational data Participant Account ID 00006440 

Operational data Participant Trade Reference Number 123 

Operational data Counterparty Trade Reference 456 

Operational data Counterparty Account ID 00006441 

Operational data Clearing Product Code Not populated 

Operational data Cleared Trade No 

Operational data Record Type Trade 

Operational data Counterparty Exchange ID (DCM) RPX 

Operational data Customer Account ID 9A4C6G45 

Operational data Customer Account Origin CUST 

Operational data Participant ID of the Customer 00006441 

Product information Asset Class Credit 

Product information Product Type Structured Transaction 

Counterparty information Counterparty Account Name Party A 

Counterparty information Customer Account Name ABC TRADING COMPANY 

Transaction economics Buyer/Seller Indicator Buyer 

Transaction economics Effective Notional Amount 70,000,000 

Transaction economics Effective Notional Currency USD 

Transaction economics Multi-Leg N 

Transaction economics Trade Date 2010-01-01 

Transaction economics Maturity Date 2011-01-01 

Transaction economics Fixed Rate Not populated 

Transaction economics Tranche Attachment 1.75 

Transaction economics Tranche Exhaustion 1.75 

Transaction economics Seniority Not populated 

Transaction economics Restructuring Type Not populated 

Underlyer information Reference Entity ID 123456 

Underlyer information Reference Entity Name ABC Company 
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Example 2 – Loan CDS 

Functional Category DTCC Data Element Example Value 

Operational data Activity New 

Operational data Transaction Type Trade 

Operational data Participant Account ID 00006440 

Operational data Participant Trade Reference Number 123 

Operational data Counterparty Trade Reference 456 

Operational data Counterparty Account ID 00006441 

Operational data Clearing Product Code Not populated 

Operational data Cleared Trade No 

Operational data Record Type Trade 

Operational data Counterparty Exchange ID (DCM) SPX 

Operational data Customer Account ID 9A4C6G43 

Operational data Customer Account Origin HOUS 

Operational data Participant ID of the Customer 00006441 

Product information Asset Class Credit 

Product information Product Type Loan CDS 

Counterparty information Counterparty Account Name Party A 

Counterparty information Customer Account Name ABC TRADING COMPANY 

Transaction economics Buyer/Seller Indicator Buyer 

Transaction economics Effective Notional Amount 40,000,000 

Transaction economics Effective Notional Currency USD 

Transaction economics Multi-Leg N 

Transaction economics Trade Date 2010-01-01 

Transaction economics Maturity Date 2011-01-01 

Transaction economics Fixed Rate 1.50000 

Transaction economics Tranche Attachment Not populated 

Transaction economics Tranche Exhaustion Not populated 

Transaction economics Seniority Not populated 

Transaction economics Restructuring Type Not populated 

Underlyer information Reference Entity ID 123456 

Underlyer information Reference Entity Name ABC Company 

 

 

 

 

 

 


