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To: European Securities and Market Association (ESMA)
Regarding: MiFIR Review Consultation Package
 
Dear ESMA,

I write to you in my capacity as co-chair of the Standards Advisory Group (SAG) of Technical Committee 68 of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) TC 68/AG2.

ISO is an independent, non-governmental international organization with a membership of 163 national standards bodies. Through its members, it brings together experts to share knowledge and develop voluntary, consensus-based, market relevant International Standards that support innovation and provide solutions to global challenges.

ISO/TC 68 is the Technical Committee within ISO tasked with developing and maintaining international standards covering the areas of banking, securities, and other financial services. The Standards Advisory Group (SAG) as an Advisory Group of ISO/TC 68 acts as an advisory sounding board to support and engage with regulators on financial services standards requirements, for the effective and efficient use and development of financial services standards, delivered using a cooperative relationship approach. The SAG enables a proactive dialogue with regulators on financial services standards matters.

The SAG’s objectives are:
 Provide a forum for mutual assistance between the global regulatory community and ISO in carrying out their respective authorities and responsibilities with respect to financial services standards;
 Aid the adoption and promotion of consistent standards, where possible;
 Effectively deal with common issues collectively and consistently; and
 Encourage strong and open communication within the regulatory community and with the industry
concerning financial services standards.

The SAG’s response represents a collective view of its membership and draws upon its knowledge as an expert standards setting body with practitioner-led experience in the development and use of standards.









The SAG welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on ESMA’s MiFIR Review Consultation Package.  

The SAG supports ESMA’s proposals to improve standardization, alignment and streamlining of reporting regimes and reference data: 
· The SAG supports overall objective to streamline reference data for transaction reporting and transparency purposes and reduce duplication of fields, relying where possible on ISO standards. 
· The SAG supports alignment of standardization across reporting regimes (MiFIR transparency and transaction reporting with EMIR and SFTR). Noting it is important to make sure the standards are aligned in all aspects of classification.
· The SAG also supports the specific mention of ISO standards within paragraph 351 & Q62 – “the following standards appear pertinent: ISO 6166 ISIN, ISO 17442 LEI, ISO 10962 CFI, ISO 10383 MIC, ISO 18774 FISN, ISO 8601 for dates and times, ISO 4217 for currencies as well as ISO 20022 dictionary for data elements contained therein (such as list of reference rates). These standards are already employed, where relevant, in the technical standards on reporting under EMIR and SFTR, thus alignment with those technical standards will, by definition, ensure adherence to the relevant international standards for the fields covered under the respective regulation. For the remaining fields the existence of relevant international standards is also explored.”
 
Supporting increased use of the CFI, paragraph 316 [Q.52 and Q.53] and paragraph 334-7 [Q.56]
· Regarding paragraph 316 [Q52 and Q53] ESMA proposes to use the MiFIR Identifier (e.g. Table 3, field 3a of RTS 23, see page 342 of CP) however, given the alignment and dependency of the ISIN [and UPI for OTC derivatives] on the CFI, the SAG suggests supporting to focus on the CFI in RTS 23 rather than using the MiFIR identifier. 
· The MiFIR Identifier has been developed for transparency calculations and is a less granular identifier than the CFI with a many-to-one relationship for some asset/sub-asset classes meaning there isn’t a one-to-one correspondence between the CFI (reported to FIRDS) and the classification of financial instruments designed for the purpose of transparency calculations (reported to FITRS). The proposal to use the MiFIR Identifier rather than the CFI seems to contradict the following statement that was made above, “Noting it is important to make sure the standards are aligned in all aspects of classification.”
· Whilst exact mapping in certain instances between MiFIR Identifier and CFI will be more difficult to achieve, in particular for bonds which are classified differently under RTS 2 compared to the CFI e.g. sovereign bonds are not supported by the CFI explicitly, the use of two identifiers which do not align adds a degree of complexity and undermines data quality.
· Regarding paragraph 334-7 [Q.56] – The SAG proposes increased reliance on the CFI through retrieving reported information from the CFI attributes/characteristics, which will reduce reporting burden for firms.
 
Support maintaining jurisdiction agnostic approach:
· ISO standards are jurisdiction agnostic and rules which may lead to divergence between implementation should be avoided such as enumerated lists which could otherwise be represented by ISO standards, such as identifiers.  Implementation specifications should be outside the RTS and remain with the standard development process. An example is the proposed use of a list for indexes to be used as underliers to identifiers (see page 336 of CP - Table 1, Field {INDEX})  where an identifier standard should be used to ensure unambiguous and consistent identification, such as ISO 6166 ISIN which identifies referential instruments.
 



Thank you and regards,

[signed]
Karla McKenna
Co-Chair of the ISO/TC68/AG2
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