’ <. \

Y, \ LEGAL
@ L E I ENTITY

\ ’ DENTIFIER

GLEIF
Bdumleingasse 22
4051 Basel
Switzerland

29" September 2015

Committee on Payments and Market Infrastructures
Secretariat

International Organization of Securities Commissions
Secretariat

By email: cpmi@bis.org
uti@iosco.org

Re:Harmonizationofthe Unique Transactionldentifier--consultativereport

Dear Madam, Sir:

The Global Legal Entity Identifier Foundation (GLEIF)is pleasedto provide youwithitscommentson the
consultative report, entitled ‘Harmonisation of the Unique Transaction Identifier’ published by the
Committee on Payments and Market Infrastructures (CPMI) and the Board of the International
Organization of Securities Commissions in August 2015.

Our letter will limit its comments specifically to the GLEIF’s views on the use of Legal Entity
Identifier’s(LEl)’sinthereport.TheGLEIFhasbeenestablishedtoactinthepublicandprivate interestas
theoperationalarmofthe GlobalLEISystem. Consequently, weappreciatethe opportunity to provide
comments on the possible use of LEls as described in the report.

The GLEIFhasaverystronginterestinensuringthereisagood understanding by rule makersofthe
significant benefits tothe publicand private sectors that derive from the widespread use of LEls for
entity identification in regulatory reporting and supervision. Following the 2008 financial crisis, the
importance and benefitofauniversal LEl becameclear.Regulators worldwide acknowledged their
inability to identify parties to transactions across markets, products, and regions. This hindered the
ability to evaluate systemic and emerging risk, to identify trends, and to take corrective steps.
Recognizing this gap, authorities, working with the private sector, have developed the framework of a
Global LEISystem that will, through theissuance of unique LEls, unambiguously identify entities
engaged in financialtransactions



Regulators globally, therefore, play a key role in facilitating the expansion of the LEI system and its
related benefits by requiring LEls to be used broadly in regulatory reporting and other supervisory
practices.

Consequently, we welcome the considerations of the CPMI-I0SCO Harmonization Group concerning the
use of LEls with its consultative report on Unique Transaction Identifiers (UTIs).

Included here please find the comments provided on behalf of GLEIF with regard to the specific
guestions relevant to the use of LEls raised in the report.

In section 3.4 of the consultative report, the LEl is proposed to be used to decide the entity that will be
responsible for generatingthe UTIwhen an agreement for generating UTIsis notin place orifthe UTI
will not be assigned by an infrastructure organization. In this context, the LEl is seen as information
‘that could be implemented by both counterparties and which would lead to an unambiguous
conclusion.’

Question 21inthereportasks: “What are respondents’ views on the proposed Option 1 hierarchyfor the
responsibility for generating UTIs? Are the steps necessary and sufficient? Are they sufficiently defined?
Are there alternative ways of achieving Step 6?”

The GLEIF'spreferencewould beforallcounterpartiestotransactionsusing UTIstohavean LEl. To manage
this situation priorto these entities registering for LEls, the GLEIF together with its GLEIS partners would
be happy to assign LEI-like key to these counterparties. These LEl-like reference identifiers would have the
same structure as LEls, but the status will reflect that the identifier is not a validated, registered LEI. The
GLEIF also has proposed this concept of a reference identifier to support identification of entities in the
design of the relationship data model within the GLEIS.

TheGLEIFbelievesthatallcounterpartiesintransactionsusingUTIsshouldhaveanLEl,oratleasta
reference identifier as outlined in our proposal.

In section 4.2 of the consultative report, the LElis proposed as the Mint, as a suitable identifier of the
entity generating the UTI.

Question 42, asks: “Isitnecessary or practical forthe UTlto include a Mint component? If so, isthe use
of the LEl appropriate for the Mint componentin the UTI? Are there other values that could be
considered forthis? Whatissues would arise in this case? How should cases where the Mint entity
doesn’t have an LEl behandled?”

The GLEIFis pleased to see thatthe proposalthatthe LEl be used as the identifier of the proposed Mint
component of the UTIrecognizes the LEI’s ability to uniquely identify legal entities to financial
transactions. The GLEIF proposes that the full 20-digit LEI should be used as the Mint for the UTl and as the
prefix for the UTI, rather an algorthimic form of the LEI.

The GLEIFalsobelievesthattheappropriateuse ofthe LElintherequirementsforreportingof OTC
derivatives trade transactions is for the identification of counterparties and other parties, as
applicable, in the reporting to the trade repositories, CCPs and trading platforms.



Inconclusion, we would like to reiterate that the Global LEI System in place today supportsalso the
objectivesofthe CPMIland I0SCOintheareaof UTI harmonization. We therefore, encourage the CPMI
and10SCOtoprogressthe considerationsregardingthe use of LElsetoutinitsconsultative report.

Sincerely,

Stephan Wolf CEO
GLEIF



