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Securities settlement systems (SSSs) have
become an important component of the domestic
and global financial infrastructure as securities
markets have become an increasingly important
channel for the flows of funds between borrowers
and lenders, and investors have started managing
their securities portfolios more actively. Thus,
weaknesses in SSSs can be a source of systemic
disturbance for securities markets and for other
payment and settlement systems.

It is for this reason that the international
community has increasingly focused on the
soundness, safety and resilience of the post-
trading infrastructure, when assessing the
strengths and vulnerabilities of the financial
markets in various countries. In the field of
payment and settlement systems, the
internationally recognised standard-setting body
is the Committee on Payment and Settlement
Systems (CPSS) of the central banks of the
Group of Ten countries', which, when dealing
with securities infrastructures, cooperates with
the Technical Committee of the International
Organization of Securities Commissions
(I0SCO).

In November 2001 and November 2002
respectively, the CPSS and IOSCO each
published a report identifying and discussing
19 recommendations that all SSSs should meet,
together with the methodology for assessing
systems against the recommendations. These
recommendations have been included in the
“Key Standards for Sound Financial Systems”
highlighted by the Financial Stability Forum
(FSF) and represent a “benchmark” for
comparing and evaluating the degree of safety
of SSSs around the world.> At the same time,
as the geographical scope of application of the
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations is worldwide,
they could not be too stringent and needed to
be general enough to be used in a variety of
contexts, ranging from the markets of developing
countries to the infrastructure serving the major
global financial centres. The CPSS-IOSCO
reports emphasise that the recommendations
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are “minimum standards” (so stricter measures
may be welcomed and in some cases warranted
according to the specific environments in which
the systems operate) and that various aspects
would need to be further clarified by the relevant
local authorities before the recommendations are
implemented.

The assessment methodology of the CPSS-
IOSCO Recommendations leaves open the
possibility for the relevant authorities to extend
the scope of application of the recommendations
beyond SSSs to other major providers of
similar services. Securities custody and
settlement services are offered by various
categories of intermediary, depending on the
business practice, legal tradition and history
of the country concerned.’> As a result, while
a principle of specialisation generally applies
to financial intermediaries (e.g. banks and
insurance companies), clearing and settlement
services for securities can be provided by several

1 For this purpose, a framework for cooperation among the
authorities in charge, in their respective countries, of issues
affecting financial stability was set up by the Bank for
International Settlements (BIS) in the form of committees,
which over the years gradually developed into international
standard-setting bodies. For further information, see
http://www.bis.org/stability.htm. A  well-known example
in the banking sector is the Basel Committee on Banking
Supervision.

2 For instance, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
World Bank have a Financial Sector Assessment Program
(FSAP), which includes a detailed report assessing the financial
market infrastructure of the member countries against the
relevant standards and codes (known as the “ROSC”). For
further information about the program, see the IMF’s website
(http://www.imf.org/external/np/fsap/fsap.asp#I).

3 Seeparagraph 1.10 of the CPSS-IOSCO 2001 recommendations
report: “Because of the diversity of institutional arrangements
internationally, the recommendations must focus on the
functions to be performed, not on the institutions that may
perform them. While some of the recommendations are relevant
primarily to CSDs, others are relevant to stock exchanges, trade
associations and other operators of trade confirmation systems,
CCPs, settlement banks or custodians. As noted above, the
distinctions between the functions of CSDs and custodians
have become blurred in some markets where custodians settle
trades between clients on their own books. In such markets
some of the recommendations addressed to CSDs may need to
be applied to such custodians. Many are also relevant to the
broker-dealers, banks, investment managers and investors who
use the services provided by the above-mentioned institutions.
Securities regulators, central banks and, in some cases,
banking supervisors will need to work together to determine
the appropriate scope of application of the recommendations
and to develop an action plan for implementation.”



entities. For example, in most countries special
entities (central securities depositories, or CSDs)
have been created to centralise the issuance and
settlement of securities. In some markets, a major,
complementary role is played by custodians and
clearing banks serving other intermediaries
which do not access the CSD directly (such as in
the tiered systems in place in the United Kingdom
and the United States). In some financial market
segments with no specific national anchor (such
as the eurobond market which has developed
since the 1970s), special entities have been
created, the two international central
securities depositories (ICSDs), Clearstream
Luxembourg and the Brussels-based Euroclear
Bank. In other cases, it may be business practice
for securities settlement to be internalised in the
books of the banks that hold investors’ securities
in custody (“custodian banks”), without the need
for settlement instructions to be forwarded to
the local CSD. Finally, in some countries, the
boundaries between institutions active in this
field may be even more blurred, as CSDs may be
established with banking status.

i.e.

Faced with this institutional “melting pot”, the
CPSS and IOSCO took a functional approach
when developing the recommendations (i.e. by
looking at how risks originate in the performance
of the various functions, irrespective of which
institution is involved in delivering the service)
and left their practical implementation in
the specific markets to the local regulatory
authorities.

This is a particularly challenging task for the
central banks and securities regulators of the
European Union (EU), and has prompted the
European System of Central Banks (ESCB)
and the Committee of European Securities
Regulators (CESR) to set up a joint working
group in order to adapt the recommendations
to the European environment. The European
context is peculiar in that, following the
adoption of EU Directives by the Member
States, a significant degree of harmonisation
has been achieved in many aspects of the
banking and financial sector. However, most of
the legal and business conditions relevant for

the securities clearing and settlement industry
derive from national regulations which are
not harmonised, and which are the result of
contrasting — sometimes even opposing —
national regulatory approaches (ranging, for
example, from prohibiting CSDs from engaging
in any credit provision or lending activity to, at
the other end of the scale, establishing CSDs
with the legal form of a credit institution).

In October 2004 this joint effort resulted in the
publication of a report on standards for
securities clearing and settlement in the EU.*
The report was not considered final, as further
work was needed to investigate some
outstanding questions, for example, to what
extent, if at all, the standards should also apply
to custodian banks.

One of the main objections raised during the
2004 public consultation concerned the risk
that the standards developed using a functional
approach (hence in principle applicable to any
institution performing clearing and settlement
functions, irrespective of whether it is a CSD,
a bank or any other legal entity) would in fact
overlap with and duplicate the national and
international requirements to which specific
categories of institution are already subject
in Europe (as regulation was traditionally
developed taking an institutional approach).’> On
the other hand, inconsistency between banking
regulations and oversight recommendations may
have undesirable effects, for instance in terms
of competition, by causing a shift of settlement

4 “Standards for securities clearing and settlement in the
European Union” (available on the ECB’s website at http:/www.
ecb.int/pub/pdf/other/escb-cesr-standardssecurities2004en.
pdf). For information about the follow-up work carried out,
see the April 2005 issue of the ECB’s Monthly Bulletin. It
is envisaged that a revised version of the report will be the
subject of a public consultation before being finally approved
for implementation by the ECB’s decision-making bodies and
CESR.

5 The main reason why duplicated regulation should be avoided is
that regulation entails compliance costs for the entities subject
to it, and thus (additional) regulation that is not justified from
a financial stability perspective would introduce competitive
advantages or disadvantages for some market players. In turn,
this alters the efficiency of the market mechanism, changes the
allocation of resources and ultimately potentially drives the sector
towards less costly and possibly less safe market solutions.
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from infrastructure to intermediaries. This may,
in turn, result in increased instability to the
extent that it would lead to the concentration of
risks stemming from payment and securities
settlement activities in institutions, which are not
subject to specific requirements for these risks.

In practice, it was necessary to analyse the current
national and international regulatory regimes
relevant for European banks, CSDs and ICSDs,
and to compare them with the requirements in
order to answer the following questions:

» Is there any overlap between the provisions
of the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations
and the existing international and national
requirements to which European SSSs and
banks are subject?

* Are current provisions equivalent or more
restrictive (“super-equivalent”) for banks
and CSDs? In what respect?

* Does the overlap between the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations and existing regulation
result in double requirements?

This paper presents the results of this
comparative analysis and attempts to answer
such questions.

Chapter 2 describes the risk-based functional
approach which forms the basis of the CPSS-
IOSCO Recommendations, and explains its
rationale. In particular, it elaborates on the
conditions that should be met to ensure that the
application of the risk-based functional approach
does not impair the level playing-field among
market players.

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the
regulatory regimes that are relevant for the
comparison with some key CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations. These address the main
areas of risk relevant for SSSs: securities
lending (Recommendation 5), credit and
liquidity risk controls, including -capital
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requirements (Recommendation 9), operational
reliability (Recommendation 11) and custody
risk (Recommendation 12). Transparency
requirements (Recommendation 17) are also
covered, since disclosure enables market
participants to evaluate the risks associated
with their participation in SSSs. In particular,
this chapter provides the background for the
comparison by identifying the relevant:

a) EU Directives (the Codified Banking and
Capital Adequacy Directives; the Markets in
Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID));

b) international best practices for banks
(“Principles for the management of
credit risk” and “Sound practices for the
management and supervision of operational
risk” of the Basel Committee on Banking
Supervision); and

¢) national legislation and regulations for CSDs
(since banks are subject to harmonised EU
banking regulations).

Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 provide a detailed
analysis and comparison, at the international
and the national level respectively. They show
that the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations do not
introduce new regulatory requirements, as most
of their areas of concern are already covered by
existing regulation for supervised entities.

With reference to the risks covered, the main
conclusions of the paper can be summarised as
follows:

— At present, there is no EU-wide harmonised
institutional regulation for CSDs.

— If a CSD takes the form of a credit
institution, then it is primarily subject to
banking regulations, and in some cases to
additional oversight requirements, as well
as to self-regulation. All these regulatory
measures aim to limit the risks to which the
entity is exposed.



To the extent that banking regulations cover
any kind of exposure, including intraday
liquidity risk, the CPSS-IOSCO concerns
with respect to credit, operational, custody
and legal risks are addressed by banking
regulations.

Banking regulations neither cover CSDs,
nor clearing and settlement activities which
are not banking activities to which mutual
recognition applies under the Capital
Requirements Directive.

Consequently, specific requirements
concerning the CSD function (e.g. ensuring
the integrity of securities issues) or
settlement services (e.g. delivery versus
payment or intraday finality) are not
expressly addressed by banking regulations.
This applies to capital requirements,
prudential measures and best practices set
out in banking regulations.

Thus, oversight recommendations may
contribute to a consistent level of protection
for all CSDs and ICSDs.
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In order to ensure a level playing-field for
the different entities providing clearing and
settlement services, i.e. CSDs and banks, the
CPSS and IOSCO developed their common
standards on the basis of a risk-based functional
approach. Two complementary principles
underline the adoption of this approach:

— First, the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations
are to be applied to all risks stemming
from the different functions related to
the securities clearing and settlement
business, irrespective of the legal status of
the institutions bearing those risks. This
applies, in particular, to those institutions
which perform several functions at the same
time (e.g. CSD and banking activities).

— Second, the application of the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations should primarily take
into account the different risks posed by the
various individual entities which carry out
the same function. This means that different
entities may undertake the same activities but
be subject to different types and levels of
regulation.® This may occur because there are
different ways of delivering the same services
with different risk profiles. In this case, risk-
based functional approaches do not always
imply that the same risk management
requirements should be adopted for all entities
carrying out the same activities.

However, the fulfilment of these conditions does
not in itself guarantee the proper application
of the risk-based functional approach and
therefore the absolute absence of competitive
distortions. For an effective and fair application
of the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations, two
additional conditions should be met to ensure
equal competition in clearing and settlement
services:

— First, the standards should take due account

of regulation that currently exists, and not
impose extra and unnecessary regulation on
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those market participants which are already
regulated on a satisfactory basis.

— Second, a correct implementation of the
recommendations presupposes the adoption
of common definitions for the activities that
form part of the clearing and settlement
process.

— With regard to the first condition, it
is acknowledged that the assessment
methodology of the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations for SSSs acknowledges
that, although they are primarily addressed
to CSDs, a number of them may also be
relevant for custodians, e.g. securities lending
(Recommendation 5), delivery versus
payment, or DVP (Recommendation 7),

credit and liquidity risk  control
(Recommendation 9), operational reliability
(Recommendation 11), protection of

customer assets (Recommendation 12),
and transparency (Recommendation 17).
However, the way in which the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations are applied to banks
providing clearing and settlement services
needs to take proper account of the
obligations stemming from Community and
national legislation to which these entities
are subject. In particular, with a view to
preventing an unnecessary regulatory burden
on banks, in some cases a certain function
may also be subject to different regulation,
depending on the institutional status of
the entity that performs it. For example,
since the credit activity of custodian banks
is already subject to European banking
regulations, the relevant CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation (Recommendation 9)
recognises that the supervision of credit risk
is a matter for banking supervisors.

6 For instance, securities lending may or may not involve credit
risk.



It is however important that supervisors take
into adequate consideration risks stemming
from clearing and settlement activities and
consider settlement (including intraday
exposures) as any other credit and liquidity
exposure. With regard to the second condition,
the benefits stemming from the application of a
risk-based functional approach are -closely
related to the existence of common functional
definitions of clearing and settlement activities
as well as the technical and legal aspects of
carrying out these functions in different types
of institution. The definitions of risks remain
the same as those in the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations. However, due to the
sensitiveness of the issue, it was felt that
functional  definitions  deserved  further
attention, in particular with regard to the
functions and the related risks in the current
market structure. Nevertheless, no definitions
have been provided so far of the institutions or,
in particular, of the functions which each
institution is allowed to perform. It could be for
instance important to have an agreed definition
of central securities depositories and of the
services they provide.”

In 2004 a functional approach was also
proposed by the European Commission in
the framework of its strategy for achieving
an integrated, safe and efficient clearing and
settlement environment for securities trading
in the EUS® Based on the need to ensure a
level playing-field for the different providers
of services, the proposal highlighted the fact
that there was no need to segregate banking
activity for the application of the functional
approach. The parties involved were invited to
comment on the Commission’s proposal, also
taking into account the arrangements which
exist in some European domestic markets and
which differentiate between infrastructure and
banking functions. Some functional definitions
have been provided within the framework of the
Code of Conduct for clearing and settlement.
However, the Code does not aim at achieving
financial stability (but rather at promoting
competition and thereby integration). As a
consequence, the work done by the Commission

may need to be complemented with a more risk-
based set of definitions that can be used by both
regulators and overseers. In this vein, ECOFIN
is discussing whether and how to adapt them
to the European context (a final decision is
expected next year).

7 Unless differently specified, the source of the definitions in this
paper is the CPSS-ISOCO Recommendations. Some market
participants consider it counterproductive to use institutional
definitions. In Europe, in view of the adoption by the industry
of a European Code of Conduct for clearing and settlement, the
European Commission defined both institutions and functions.

8 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the
European Parliament, “Clearing and settlement in the European
Union — The way forward” (COM/2004/0312), available at
http://europa.eu.int/comm/internal _market/financial-markets/
clearing/index_en.htm#com
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The banking regulatory framework in the field
of SSSs is not as specific as the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations. In particular, the risks
covered by banking regulations (e.g. credit,
liquidity and operational risks) are those that
banks bear with respect to their overall activity.
Whenever banks operate in the area of securities
clearing and settlement, this implies that:

- on the one hand, if banks bear, e.g. credit
risk for payment systems-related activity,
this credit risk will be regulated in the same
way as any other credit risk stemming from
banking activities;

- on the other hand, no specific requirement
has been imposed on risks stemming in
particular from payment and securities
settlement activities.

With the application of the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations, it is therefore reasonable
that safekeeping, asset transfer and banking
activities are supervised to the minimum
standards imposed on banks, regardless of the
nature of the institutions carrying out such
activities. Therefore, no additional provisions or
inconsistencies would arise where institutions
are already supervised to the minimum
standards in such areas.

The adoption of a Directive in the field of clearing
and settlement is a well thought-out move by the
Commission as a suboptimal solution. In 2004
the European regulator felt that a framework
Directive may be needed for an efficient, safe
and cheap cross-border clearing and settlement
industry. Following the outcome of a thorough
consultation and an impact assessment, this
stance was reviewed in July 2006.°
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According to the Commission, the proposal
of any kind of regulatory measure in the field
of clearing and settlement could slow down,
or even block, the restructuring process
already under way in this field. In reaching
this conclusion, which is very much embedded
in the “Better Regulation” approach,”® the
Commission favoured an industry-led approach
to a more efficient and integrated post-trading
market in the EU and called upon the industry
to provide a suitable solution. In response to this
call, the three main industry associations — the
Federation of European Securities Exchanges
(FESE), European Association of Central
Counterparty Clearing Houses (EACH) and
European Central Securities Depositories
Association (ECSDA) — prepared a Code of
Conduct that was signed in November 2006.
The measures detailed in the Code address
three main issues: (i) transparency of prices
and services; (ii) access and interoperability;
(iii)) unbundling of services and accounting
separation.

In the absence of an ad hoc regulatory
framework for clearing and settlement at the
EU level, the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations
represent the supranational benchmarks with
which national legislation could comply. This
may ensure coherent oversight and supervision
of securities clearing and settlement also at the
EU level, the need for which is even stronger in
the absence of primary legislation.

In the EU regulatory framework, two Directives
deal with topics addressed by the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations and are relevant for the
analysis of prudential requirements for
securities settlement: the Capital Requirements
Directive (comprising Directive 2006/48/EC

9 See Commissioner McCreevy’s speech SPEECH/06/450 and
Annex II of the “Draft working document on post-trading
activities”, 23 May 2006, http://ec.europa.cu/internal _market/
financial-markets/clearing/communication_en.htm

10 See “White Paper on Financial Services Policy (2005-2010)”,
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/finances/docs/white_
paper/white_paper_en.pdf



and Directive 2006/49/EC) and the Markets in
Financial Instruments Directive, or MiFID
(2004/39/EC)."

The objective of the regulatory capital in the
financial sector is to set a comprehensive and
risk-sensitive framework and foster enhanced
risk management amongst financial institutions.
Compared with the oversight regime of the
CSDs, which is based on a combination of
collateral requirements and limits (see CPSS-
IOSCO Recommendation 9 — section 4.2),
the capital requirements framework requires
sound criteria for credit-granting, ongoing
administration, monitoring and adequate
diversification.

In the EU this set of provisions is enforced by the
Capital Requirements Directive (CRD), which
was adopted by the Council and the European
Parliament in June 2006. The CRD introduced
an updated supervisory framework, which
reflects the Basel II rules on capital standards
agreed at G10 level. This framework fosters risk
management and encourages improvements in
banks’ risk assessment capabilities. The Basel
II framework, which is the basis for these
changes to EU legislation, aims to enhance
the effectiveness of capital regulation and the
stability of the banking system. The effectiveness
of capital regulation is primarily increased by a
more comprehensive framework which broadens
the scope of capital regulation through a higher
level of risk sensitivity. The stability of the
banking system is enhanced first and foremost
because capital requirements are better aligned
with the risks taken by the individual banks.

In the Basel II and the EU framework, several
aspects are relevant for risks associated with
securities transactions. In particular, credit risk
and operational risk are explicitly covered by
the new regulatory regime. Indeed, the Basel
IT framework entails substantive changes to the
treatment of credit risk and the introduction of
an explicit capital requirement for operational
risk. For both credit and operational risk, three
approaches of increasing risk sensitivity are

foreseen to allow banks and supervisors to
select the approaches that they believe to be the
most appropriate to the stage of development
of bank operations and the financial market
infrastructure.

Banking supervisory tools and techniques
regarding securities transactions are also clearly
set out under the Basel II framework and the
proposed EU rules. First, there is a combination
of credit and operational risk provisions
regarding the quantitative definition of
minimum capital requirements.”> For example,
in the standardised approach for operational
risk, payment and settlement activities will be
assigned a capital charge of 18% of the average
over three years of the sum of the interest
income and annual non-interest income in that
business line. The business line is defined as
money and transmission services, issuing and
administering means of payment.

This set of provisions is complemented by the
qualitative assessment of risks, risk mitigation
techniques, and internal controls by the
supervisory authorities.”® In particular, the
new framework introduces more risk-sensitive
approaches to the treatment of collateral,
guarantees, credit derivatives, netting and
securitisation, which need to be assessed by
supervisors.

Finally, clear limits for large credit exposures
are set by the Basel II framework. These limits
on large exposures also cover the specific risks
of individual issuers in the trading book.

Although the risks posed by clearing and
settlement are generally taken into consideration
by banking regulations, the current and
forthcoming  capital adequacy regimes

11 The Capital Requirements Directive comprising Directive
2006/48/EC and Directive 2006/49/EC was published in the
Official Journal of the European Union on 30 June 2006.

12 Pillar 1 of the new Basel II framework sets out criteria for
banking organisations to adopt more risk-sensitive minimum
capital requirements. In particular, it lays out principles for
banks to assess the adequacy of their capital.

13 Pillar II of Basel II sets out principles designed to help
supervisors to review the assessment of capital adequacy and to
ensure that banks have adequate capital to support their risks.
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may not be appropriate to cover all critical
aspects in the area of securities clearing and
settlement (the banking regulatory framework
does not address explicitly, for instance,
Delivery-versus-Payment or other technical
specificities of clearing and settlement, as the
latter are not listed as banking activities). This
is especially the case for intraday and overnight
credit exposures. The intraday lines extended
for securities settlement are intended to
facilitate the timely settlement of transactions in
the securities markets. The essence of intraday
credit is that it is not expected to result in an
actual credit extension, except in cases where
an operational failure of either trade delivery
or funding payment by the customer is not
resolved by the end of the day and results in an
overdraft in the customer account. Compliance
with capital requirements and large exposure
limits is reported to banking supervisors on
the basis of quarterly or half-yearly end-of-day
data, but the requirements have to be met at all
times and the internal policies for measuring
and managing the exposures to the various
risk profiles, including those emerging from
intraday credit, form an integral part of the
prudential controls performed by banking
supervisors.

The home-host supervisory responsibility is one
of the key issues related to the implementation
of the CRD. Compared with Basel II, the EU
capital framework is intended to improve home-
host supervisory cooperation by enhancing
responsibilities of the authority responsible
for consolidated supervision (usually based in
the home country of a bank). In particular, the
new capital framework assigns to the authority
responsible for consolidated supervision a
coordinating supervisory role and the power to
take certain prudential decisions (see Article
129 of the CRD).

Even though a prominent role of the “home
authorities” is acknowledged by the existing
international agreements between central banks
and securities regulators — including the CPSS-
IOSCO Recommendations — a growing
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proportion  of  systemically  important
infrastructures located in, operated from or
managed from foreign countries makes the
analysis of possible changes in the home-host
responsibility relevant also for clearing and
settlement systems. In order to address
regulatory concerns efficiently and address any
liquidity problems that may be triggered in a
cross-border dimension by payment, clearing
and settlement systems, overseers and regulators
have established cooperative arrangements and
memoranda of understanding to support the
oversight of these infrastructures, enabling
effective leverage over decisions that influence
systemic risk in the respective countries.

In a cross-border dimension, both supervision
and  oversight cooperative  frameworks
should aim at responding to the increasing
internationalisation of financial —markets
and institutions by designing supervisory
arrangements that avoid gaps and reduce
the risk of inconsistent policies, while
eliminating unnecessary regulatory burdens.
For some financial institutions, and also for
systemically important payment and settlement
systems, cooperative oversight or supervisory
arrangements are necessary to ensure
appropriate mitigation of systemic risk.

In the absence of cooperative frameworks,
there is a risk that the “host” authorities where
a payment system is systemically important do
not have adequate powers or influence over a
system which is integrated abroad. On the other
hand, “home” authorities with effective powers
might not give sufficient priority to the systemic
risk concerns of overseas authorities.

In addition, and without prejudice to the existing
responsibilities of home or host authorities,
a degree of flexibility over which authorities
(central banks or supervisory authorities, if not
equivalent) should coordinate oversight may be
taken into account by the countries concerned
instead of applying a mechanistic choice of
either home or host authority.



Contrarytothe CRD, the MiFID does notaddress
risks or other issues related to clearing and
settlement. It only imposes some organisational
requirements on investment firms regarding the
safeguarding of clients’ assets, similar to CPSS-
IOSCO Recommendation 12 on the protection
of customers’ securities.* The rationale for
not addressing issues relating to clearing and
settlement is summarised in Section V.1 of the
explanatory memorandum of the Directive. In
particular, it highlights how, in the absence of
harmonised risk management practices and an
effective supervisory framework, the inclusion
of the clearing and settlement functions in the
list of investment services would not only fail to
deliver an effective single market environment
for the organisation of these activities, but
could also prove to be counterproductive
from the perspective of sound prudential
supervision of these entities. Essentially, it
has been recognised that, due to the systemic
importance of operators offering such services
and the complex technical and public policy
considerations involved, the regulation of these
distinct types of market function should be
addressed separately. On the other hand, the
close relationship between trading and post-
trading requires coordinated regulation. This
idea was supported by the ECB in its opinion
on the MiFID recommending that the European
Commission finalise an adequate regime for
clearing and settlement.'

Article 34 of the MiFID, however, recognises the
right of investment firms to designate the system
for the settlement of transactions in financial
instruments undertaken on the regulated
market. This possibility is subject, inter alia,
to the agreement of the competent supervisory
authority attesting that the technical conditions
for settlement of transactions concluded on the
regulated market through a settlement system,
other than that designated by the regulated
market, are such as to allow the smooth and
orderly functioning of financial markets.

This provision aims to create objective criteria
with which the competent authorities can

assess the designation of a particular system by
indirect or remote members of, or participants
in, a domestic regulated market. In this context,
however, it is vital to ensure that the competent
authorities are not perceived by participants
to discriminate in favour of domestic systems
where these authorities do not agree with a
particular designation, provided that their
decision is based on objective and harmonised
criteria.

With the “Principles for the management of
credit risk”, the Basel Committee on Banking
Supervision encouraged banking supervisors
globally to promote sound practice for managing
credit risk. Although the principles are mostly
applicable to the business of lending, they should
be applied to all activities where credit risk is
present, making the board and senior management
responsible for determining and implementing
coherent credit policies. The sound practices set
out by the Basel Committee address the following
areas: (i) establishing an appropriate credit
risk environment; (ii) operating under sound
credit-granting processes; (iil) maintaining an
appropriate credit administration, measurement
and monitoring process; and (iv) ensuring
adequate controls over credit risks.

The principles set out by the Basel Committee
should be used in evaluating a bank’s credit risk
management system. According to the
principles, a further particular instance of credit
risk relates to the process of settling financial
transactions. Settlement risk thus includes

14 Directive 2004/39/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 21 April 2004 on markets in financial instruments
amending Council Directives 85/611/EEC and 93/6/EEC and
Directive 2000/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council and repealing Council Directive 93/22/EEC. This
Directive was adopted after four years of intense negotiation
and replaced the regime set up by the 1993 Investment Services
Directive (93/22/EEC).

15 Opinion of the European Central Bank of 12 June 2003 on
investment services and regulated markets, and amending
Council Directive 85/611/EEC, Council Directive 93/6/EEC
and European Parliament and Council Directive 2000/12/EC
(COM(2002) 625 final) - (CON/2003/9).
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elements of liquidity, market operational and
reputational risk as well as credit risk.'®

The level of risk is determined by the particular
arrangements for settlement. Elements of these
arrangements that have a bearing on credit risk
include: the timing of the exchange of value;
payment/settlement finality; and the role of
intermediaries and clearing houses.

Another group of best practices put forward
by the BCBS concern operational risk. The
“Sound practices for the management and
supervision of operational risk”, which were
prepared by the Risk Management Group of
the Basel Committee, address this new and
growing category of risks faced by banks.
Among them, the growing use of outsourcing
arrangements and participation in clearing and
settlement systems are seen as ways to mitigate
certain risks, but also as a potential source of
new risks to banks. Such risks, together with
others such as legal risk (but excluding strategic
and reputational risks), are grouped under the
heading of operational risk, which the Basel
Committee has defined as the risk of loss
resulting from inadequate or failed internal
processes, people and systems or from external
events. Operational risk event types identified
by the Basel Committee in cooperation with
the industry as having the potential to produce
substantial losses include execution, delivery
and process management aspects such as
data entry error and collateral management
failures.

Following a similar approach to its work on
credit risk, the Basel Committee structured
the sound practices on operational risk
around a number of principles. In addition to
those principles which strictly refer to risk
management (e.g. identification, assessment,
monitoring and mitigation/control), there are
also sound practices relating to the role of
supervisors in: i) requiring banks to establish
an effective framework for risk management;
ii) monitoring and ensuring that the most
appropriate procedures and practices are
in place. In performing this assessment,
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cooperation and exchange of information
with other supervisors may be necessary
in accordance with established procedures.

At the national level, the implementation
and enforcement of EU Directives and best
practices, in particular with regard to the
functions of clearing and securities settlement,
vary across Member States. With a number of
specific variations, three regulatory regimes
can be broadly identified with regard to CSDs,
whereby the activities of custodian banks are
covered by banking regulations: !’

(1) CSDs are licensed credit institutions but
clearing and settlement are not classified as
banking activity and, thus, are not subject to
banking supervision.

(2) CSDs are not banks and they do not provide
credit to their participants. Therefore, no
comparison with national banking legislation
is applicable.

(3) CSDs are not banks but they are allowed to
provide their participants with credit or loans
to settle their positions. Ad hoc regulations
deal with this (typically intraday) credit
activity, although they are not applicable to
banks that are allowed to grant credit within
appropriate risk control limits.

In the absence of any harmonised EU regulation
in this field, it is acknowledged that it is not
possible to achieve convergence of regulatory
practices concerning the scope of business
of CSDs, and notably the management of
credit and liquidity risks incurred by CSDs,
beyond the agreement reached by the CPSS
and IOSCO and reflected in the provisions of
Recommendation 9.

16 See Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, "Principles for
the Management of Credit Risk", September 2000, page 2.

17 1In specific situations, only ICSDs operate in the market; thus,
the banking supervisor has the right to prescribe the same
requirements as for banks.



The comparison in the following section
focuses on CPSS-IOSC Recommendations that
relate primarily to counterparty, liquidity and
operational risks (5, 9, 11, 12 and 17) and the
respective regulation and principles concerning
credit institutions and investment firms in order
to determine whether these recommendations
duplicate or complement existing banking
regulations. The following sub-sections first
describe the recommendation and the banking
regulations and then provide a conclusion as
to whether the recommendation is covered
by the banking regulations or not. They focus
on CSDs, with or without banking status,
banks and investment firms. As this is the
first comparison between requirements, each
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation is described
explicitly.

CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation 5 on securities
lending has two main objectives. First, it
encourages the creation of a legal and tax
regime that supports securities lending
domestically and across borders to reduce
settlement failures. Second, supervisors and
overseers should have policies to ensure that
risks from securities lending services are
properly managed by the supervised/overseen
entities. Some CSDs provide centralised
lending facilities and others offer services to
support the bilateral lending market. It is up to
the individual market to evaluate the benefits
of each type of facility. In this regard, when an
(DCSD offers securities lending and, although it
does not legally act as a principal, economically
speaking it undertakes counterparty risk
because it guarantees the lending operation
(i.e. the restitution of securities). In general,
the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation explicitly
encourages securities lending as a method for
expediting securities settlement and reducing
settlement risk. However, considering that
this is in principle an extra service outside
the scope of core CSD services offered by
the settlement entity, it is important that the

provision of the service does not create “new”
risks and that it occurs in a competitive and
transparent environment.

This recommendation on securities lending
does not create new requirements because the
CPSS-I0SCO Recommendations are concerned
with the operational, legal and counterparty
risks that may arise as a result of securities
lending transactions and appropriate mitigation
strategies. CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation 9
has a bearing on the reading of CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation 5 because the former foresees
that CSDs should not allow overdrafts or debit
balances on securities accounts when CSDs
arrange for securities loans to participants to
facilitate timely settlement.

Turning to the regulatory treatment of securities
lending, at first sight banking regulations could
give the impression of being fairly neutral with
regard to securities lending. In banking
regulations, securities lending in terms of
generating credit and custody risks is treated as
any other such risk in the Capital Requirements
Directive inspired by the Basel II framework
(hereafter referred to as the CRD).

A careful analysis shows that securities lending
as a means of risk mitigation is derived from the
principle of effective internal risk management
systems laid down in Article 22 (1) of the CRD,
which requires “effective processes to identify,
manage, monitor and report the risks [that the
credit institution] is or might be exposed to
and adequate internal control mechanisms,
including sound administrative and accounting
procedures”. Given the diversity of credit
institutions, this requirement is to be met on a
proportionate basis.

Furthermore, a more careful reading of the
CRD shows that, although securities lending
is not explicitly required as a risk mitigation
technique, the CRD implicitly encourages

18 Directive 2006/48/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 14 June 2006 relating to the taking up and pursuit of
the business of credit institutions (recast), OJ L 177, 30.6.2006,

p- L.
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securities lending in various ways, as does
the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation. First,
securities lending is recognised as one of the
three categories of collateralised transaction
(securities lending, securities borrowing
and repurchase agreements). Second, credit
institutions may apply a risk weight of zero to
securities lending with core market participants,
such as recognised clearing houses. The
difference can be seen in the fact that this risk
weight becomes 10% if the counterparty is not
a core market participant. Third, securities
lending agreements (and securities borrowing
and repurchase agreements) are usually subject
to the same favourable treatment, provided that
the documentation used is the usual standard
market agreements without any material
change (Annex VIII No 59 (f)). In that sense,
the CRD has already addressed the concerns
that the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation wishes
to cover when discussing securities lending as a
risk mitigation technique.

Another important piece of legislation, the
MiFID, does not contain any provisions in
relation to the avoidance of securities settlement
failures since it is, by definition, devoted to
trading rather than post-trading activities.

Consequently, the MIiFID devotes attention
to the minimisation of settlement failure for
regulated markets which are required, inter
alia, to have effective arrangements to facilitate
the efficient and timely finalisation of the
transactions executed under its systems (Article
39 (e)). This could be construed to include
facilities that allow for timely finalisation,

Encourages use of securities lending to
reduce settlement failures.

Securities lending is a risk mitigation
tool. It is recognised as a collateralised
transaction with a risk weight of zero for

among which is securities lending, if any
such failure were to occur on the trading side.
However, it is more evident that securities
lending is effective on the side of clearing and
settlement. Thus, the risk considerations of this
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation for settlement
risk for that particular group of entities are
reflected in the MiFID.

Securities lending is not explicitly mentioned
in the “Principles for the management of
credit risk”. However, it can be construed to be
reflected in Principle 15, which requires banks
to ensure that credit exposures are within levels
consistent with prudential standards and internal
limits. Internal audits are to ensure that credit
activities are compliant with the banks’ credit
policies. On the other hand, Principle 17 invites
supervisors to require an effective system to
identify, measure, monitor and control credit
risk and to assess a bank’s policies. Supervisors
should set prudential limits to restrict bank
exposures to single borrowers or groups. Under
the above principles, securities lending could be
construed as a method to mitigate and control
credit risk and, in that regard, it could be
assessed or even required by supervisors as part
of a bank’s sound risk management policies.
Thus, the basic principle of securities lending
as a risk mitigation method is broadly reflected
in the banking regulations and best practices.

Finally, Basel II recognises, and to some extent
implicitly encourages, securities lending as a
risk mitigation tool. For credit risk generated
by securities lending, the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation urges counterparties to

Regulated markets are required to have
arrangements to facilitate efficient and
timely finalisation.

core market participants and 10% for non-

core participants.
Counterparties to securities loans should
employ appropriate risk management
policies.

Securities lending is found in Annex VIII
as one of three categories of collateralised
transaction; the requirements relate only to

No provision.

the recognition of the effects of collateral
used in this kind of transaction.
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securities loans to employ appropriate risk
management policies. This is a similar approach
to the one taken by Basel II, which has no specific
category of risk for securities lending. Thus, the
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation can rely on
banking regulations for the treatment of securities
lending and related risks by institutions supervised
under banking standards. A schematic summary
of the above is shown in the table below.

CSDs often extend intraday credit to
participants either as a principal or as an agent
for other participants. Whenever a CSD extends
credit, the risk arises that failures to settle may
generate credit losses and liquidity pressures on
the CSD or its participants. If the losses exceed
the financial resources of those expected to
bear them, further failures to settle may cause
disruptions to the securities markets the CSD
serves and payment systems.

To avoid such conditions, CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation 9 limits the credit activities
of a CSD by prohibiting overdrafts in securities
accounts and by encouraging the use of the most
reliable set of controls: a combination of collateral
requirements and limits. Under this approach,
the control of potential credit exposures is
achieved through their full collateralisation with
the application of haircuts to reflect the price
volatility of the collateral. At the same time,
potential liquidity pressures are controlled by
imposing limits on the extension of credit. Thus,
on the funds side, the CSD has to limit the credit
exposure to each participant at amounts that could
be covered by the CSD or participants under
the respective arrangements. On the securities
side, a CSD which arranges securities loans to
participants to avoid settlement failures can do
so under the condition that debit balances are not
created because CSDs should not allow overdrafts
or debit balances on securities accounts.

Taking a completely different approach, the
relevant banking legislation does not limit credit

activities because this is the core function of
banking business. Banking legislation requires
sound criteria for credit-granting, ongoing
administration, monitoring and adequate
diversification. Thus, credit institutions and
investment firms are required first to have
minimum initial capital. Second, both types of
entity are required to use credit risk mitigation
techniques to manage credit and liquidity
risks effectively. Third, credit institutions
and investment firms are subject to capital
requirements, meaning own funds that have to
be maintained at all times. Intraday exposures
are not subject to capital requirements. Finally,
banking legislation provides that the activities of
credit institutions and investment firms should
be limited to those areas where the entity has
adequate organisation, systems and controls.

Credit institutions and ICSDs with banking
status are generally subject to capital
requirements, while CSDs that do not have
banking status generally are not.'” As regards
risk mitigation techniques, the recommendation
focuses on full collateralisation for credit
(including intraday credit), while the banking
legislation does not explicitly require any
percentage of collateralisation of credit
exposures. However, as collateralisation reduces
the amount of capital that needs to be maintained,
credit institutions have increasingly felt the need
to free up more capital by making extensive use
of various types of eligible collateral for their
banking activities, thus moving closer to the
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation. Moreover, the
need for collateralisation can be construed to
form part of the “adequate internal control
mechanisms, including sound administrative
and accounting procedures” of a bank laid down
in Article 22 of the CRD.

In addition to the incentives that a bank has to
collateralise its credit risk, banking supervisors
may increase capital requirements if the level
of collateralisation is deemed insufficient. This
is one of five supervisory tools foreseen under

19 Whether or not they are subject to capital requirements depends
on the national legal framework (see chapter 5).
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Article 136 (1) of the CRD; however, another
restricts the business, operation or network, or
the risks inherent in activities, products and
systems. The latter could implicitly form the
basis for an increase in collateralisation if a
credit institution no longer met the requirements
of the CRD.

Under the current regime, a credit institution
is responsible for the method through which
it chooses to meet its capital requirements.
Consequently, a credit institution may
collateralise using eligible collateral in order
to reduce the cost of capital and, thus, expand
the range of its banking and investment
activities. Therefore, on this particular point
of collateralisation of credit risk, there is
some convergence between the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation and banking regulations.

A further point of comparison concerns
supervisory coordination. Under the CPSS-
IOSCO approach, the degree of compliance
with the recommendations should be assessed
by regulators, supervisors and overseers,
and information should be shared according
to Recommendation 18. Under the banking
legislation, on the other hand, banking
supervisory authorities have to review
compliance with the banking legislation.
Information sharing is included within the
scope of consolidated supervision and reliance
on home country supervision with some
restricted role for the host authorities. This also
includes intraday liquidity, and it can thus be
considered that the CPSS-IOSCO concerns are
reflected and can be adequately monitored by
banking supervisors.

Similarly, a solid framework of cooperation
among competent authorities is foreseen under
the MiFID. For investment firms, Article 56
of the MIFID foresees extensive cooperation
among national authorities and with the EU
authorities. The European Commission is in
the process of defining how this information
flow will be organised at the level of the EU
authorities. The notion of systemic relevance is
a criterion to be applied when determining the
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frequency and intensity of the review by the
competent authorities.

In addition to the points discussed in
Chapter 3, the “Principles for the management
of credit risk” have strong references to risk
identification, measurement, control, monitoring
and mitigation, and preferred methods are
proposed. Supervisors are encouraged to
set prudential limits that would apply to all
banks irrespective of the quality of their credit
risk management procedures, together with
reporting requirements for credit exceeding
established levels or granted to counterparties
“connected” to the credit institution. Banking
regulations focus on the adequate management
of credit risk and have no capital requirements
for intraday exposures. However, they provide
supervisors with the tools to monitor intraday
exposures if they wish, thus reflecting to some
extent the philosophy of the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation.

The CPSS-I0SCO Recommendation
requires CSDs to put in place risk controls
to limit the potential for failures to settle to
generate systemic disruption and requires full
collateralisation of credit extensions, unlike
banking regulations. That being said, there is an
area of common ground where the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation and banking regulations can
meet. First, banking regulations give incentives
to banks to encourage collateralisation. Second,
the banking legislation does not limit the
power of supervisors to monitor liquidity and
intraday risks, if they wish. In view of the above
considerations, it can be concluded that there are
no oversight concerns in relation to banks that
satisfy the requirements of banking supervisors
and, thus, their risk management policies may be
excluded from the scope of the recommendation.

CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation 11 prescribes
that sources of operational risk arising
from the clearing and settlement process
should be identified and minimised through



Recommendation 5

Securities lending and borrowing

(or repurchase agreements and other
economically equivalent transactions) should
be encouraged as a method for expediting the
settlement of securities transactions. Barriers
that inhibit the practice of lending securities
for this purpose should be removed.
Recommendation 9

CSDs that extend intraday credit to
participants, including CSDs that operate

net settlement systems, should institute risk
controls that, at a minimum, ensure timely
settlement in the event that the participant
with the largest payment obligation is unable
to settle. The most reliable set of controls is
a combination of collateral requirements and
limits.

Recommendation 18

Securities settlement systems should be
subject to transparent and effective regulation
and oversight. Central banks and securities
regulators should cooperate with each other
and with other relevant authorities.

the development

of appropriate

No provision.

Credit risk mitigation techniques, foreseen in
Articles 90-93, are detailed in Annex VIII.

No requirements present on the degree
of collateralisation of exposures. Eligible
collateralisation may however reduce the
capital requirement.

Collateralisation could possibly be construed
to be part of the robust governance
arrangements required in Article 22 of the
CRD.

Annex V, No 3, requires sound criteria for
credit-granting, ongoing administration/
monitoring and adequate diversification.

The CRD imposes:

a) an aggregate limit of 25% for lending to
connected counterparties;

b) a 25% limit on all individual
counterparties; and

¢) an 800% limit for total large exposures.

No requirements as to the duration of credits.

Regular reporting is required for any large
exposures exceeding 10% of own funds as
described in the CRD. Large exposures of
25% to be reported at least quarterly.

The CRD contains a reference (in Articles
123 and 124) to the risk management
processes that firms must have in place and
that the competent authority has to review.

systems,

No provision.

No provision.

General provision of information
flow and extensive cooperation
of competent authorities under

Article 56.

Similarly, banking regulations require processes

controls and procedures. Operators should
establish procedures to address those risks
and contingency plans for key systems which
are reviewed and tested regularly. Business
continuity plans have to be reviewed and
independently audited. The CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation requires system operators
who outsource operations to ensure that those
operations meet the same standards as if they
were provided directly by the system operator.

and policies to evaluate and manage exposures
to operational risk. As with the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation, they recognise that systems
may be sources of systemic risk and, thus, require
effective risk management of operational risk.

Operational risk and outsourcing is also
covered by the MIiFID. Under Article 13 of
the MiFID, investment firms should take all
reasonable steps to ensure continuity and
regularity in the performance of their activities
(Article 13 (4)). For that purpose, they have
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to employ appropriate and proportionate
resources, systems and procedures. There is no
requirement for prior approval of outsourcing
by supervisors. Outsourcing may not be
undertaken in such a way as to impair materially
the quality of internal control or the ability of
the supervisors to monitor the investment firm’s
compliance with all obligations (Article 13 (5)).

Principle 13 of the “Principles for the
management of credit risk” requires banks
to perform a “what if” exercise and stress
testing as part of their framework to
address operational risk. In particular, the
“Sound practices for the management and
supervision of operational risk” focus on
governance requirements, explicitly stating
the responsibility of the board to be aware
of a credit institution’s operational risks
and to develop a framework to deal with
operational risk. Senior management has the
responsibility to implement a framework with
tools to put in place and regularly review
contingency plans. Banks have to identify
critical business processes, including those
where there is dependence on third parties, for
which rapid resumption is critical, making the
sound practices similar to the CPSS-IOSCO
requirement in this respect. Supervisors are
asked to ensure that all banks, regardless of
size, have an effective framework to manage
operational risk. Finally, public disclosure
should allow investors and counterparties to
evaluate whether or not a bank has an effective
framework for managing operational risk.

Credit institutions are subject to capital
requirements under the banking legislation
which may cover operational risks. Capital
requirements are, in principle, not foreseen
in the regulation of CSDs with no banking
licence. The situation is very diverse in the
EU. A number of countries foresee no capital
requirements for CSDs which have no banking
licence. Consequently, these jurisdictions donot
allow their CSDs to assume credit risk. Others
require CSDs without banking status to post
own funds (reserves, retained earnings and net
income, not only initial capital) commensurate
with any risk-related activity. Each country
has devised its own coherent scheme to ensure
that entities have the appropriate financial
resources to continue operating if operational
risk occurs. This situation raises the issue
of whether there is room for harmonisation
regarding capital requirements for CSDs that
do not have banking status in order to address
operational risk. It is worth reflecting upon
this issue, taking into account that operational
risks are the same regardless of whether they
are borne by entities that are credit institutions
or not.

In sum, the main content of banking regulation
and oversight recommendations largely overlap
(see table 3). This is true for the general need
to minimize operational risks, as well as
for some specific requirements in terms of
governance, business continuity plans and audit
requirements. The main differences relate to
outsourcing, to the quantitative approach to

Minimize operational risks

Systems and related functions are subject
to audit

Need for business continuity and disaster
recovery plans

Responsibilities for management
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Policies and processes to evaluate and
manage the exposures to operational risk.
Need for control and mitigation.

No explicit reference to independent audit
but reference to “competent authorities”.
“Need for contingency and business
continuity plans (annex V. n. 8, para.I).

Responsibilities for Board of Directors
(developing strategy) and Senior
management (implement)

All reasonable steps to ensure continuity
and regularity in their performance
(article 13(4)).



Minimisation of operational risks

Outsourcing is responsibility of the
outsourcer, who should ensure that
outsourced operations meet the same
standards as if they were provided directly
by the outsourcer.

Possibility for banks to consciously take
certain risks instead of minimising them.
Risks are quantitatively estimated and
subject to a minimum capital coverage.

Proportionality requirements (article 22(2)).

Basel Sound practices require: a) manage
all risks linked to outsourcing; including
b) residual risks (e.g. disruption of
services); ¢) need for legally robust
contracts; d) clear allocation of
responsibilities; e) outsourcing does not

Proportionate resources.

Outsourcing may not be undertaken if it
impairs the quality of internal control and
the ability of the supervisors to monitor.

reduce the responsibilities of Board of

Directors.

Capital requirements: 3 approaches

for their determination, from basic to
advanced methods. All approaches are
based on a consolidated calculation across

all the business lines.

estimating operational risk exposure and to the
requirements of minimum capital coverage of
such exposure (see table 4).

CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation 12 urges
entities holding securities in custody to employ
procedures ensuring that all customer assets are
appropriately accounted for and kept safe,
particularly from claims of those entities’
creditors. This could be accomplished by:
(a) identifying clients’ securities on the books
of custodians and the CSD separately from own
securities, which is known as “segregation”;
and (b) regularly reconciling records to keep
them accurate. Other ways to safeguard or
protect customers against misappropriation and
theft include internal controls and insurance or
other compensation schemes. Entities that hold
securities must ensure that procedures allow
customer protection and are applicable, where
relevant, to all upstream intermediaries in
multi-tier holdings. These entities should be
regulated and supervised (see key issue 3).2°

Similarly, the MiFID spells out the duties
of investment firms in Article 13 (7) and (8)
and the respective CESR Level 2 measures to

protect customer assets. The provisions contain
detailed obligations for investment firms with
respect to: (i) depositing customer funds in
certain institutions; (ii) choosing regulated
depositories for financial instruments; and (iii)
keeping appropriate records of ownership that
ensure that the total of client assets corresponds
to the amounts held for each individual client.
These obligations largely reflect the duty of
CSDs to ensure the integrity of securities
issues. The custody risk considerations of the
recommendations are largely reflected in the
proposed Level 2 measures of the MiFID for the
entities that the MiFID itself addresses. CESR
believes that, owing to the lack of harmonisation
in insolvency laws, Level 2 measures should
be result-oriented rather than specifying rigid
arrangements for every circumstance.

Safekeeping and administration services are
defined in Annex I of the MiFID as ancillary
services that may be provided by investment
firms upon authorisation. However, it is
acknowledged that the terms of “safekeeping”
and “administration services” are not
harmonised.

20 BIS (2002), “CPSS-IOSCO assessment methodology for
‘Recommendations for Securities Settlement Systems’”, Basel,
November.
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Entities holding securities should employ
procedures ensuring that all customer
assets are appropriately accounted for and
kept safe. This could be accomplished

by “segregation” and by reconciling
records with the issuer CSD. Other

ways to safeguard or protect customers
against misappropriation and theft include
internal controls and insurance or other
compensation schemes.

Entities holding securities (i) must ensure
that procedures allow customer protection
and that, where relevant, procedures are
applicable to all upstream intermediaries
in multi-tier holdings, and (ii) should be
regulated and supervised.

The recommendation is to a large extent
reflected in the MIiFID and CESR Level 2
measures. There are a few differences owing to
the different scope of application of the MiFID
on the trading side. Custody risk measures and
investor protection in the MiFID broadly reflect
the CPSS-IOSCO considerations.

Banking regulations focus on different aspects
of monitoring credit risk. A credit institution
that holds deposits has different duties to
an entity holding securities; because cash is
fungible, it is shown as a liability on the balance
sheet of a credit institution and it forms part of
the bankruptcy estate of the credit institution,
which means that customers may lose their
deposits.

Depositors can be protected up to a certain
amount by a deposit insurance scheme.
Securities are of a different nature; if they are
segregated by being kept in separate accounts,
they do not form part of a credit institution’s
balance sheet. Investors have the right, even
if it may be difficult to exercise in practice, to
take their securities outside the bankruptcy
procedure. With respect to securities, it is
crucial to have clear requirements for protecting
customer assets because customers must not
be treated as creditors if the entity holding
the securities becomes insolvent. National
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No explicit provision.

No explicit provision.

Article 13 (7) and (8) of the MiFID require
investment firms (i) to deposit customer
funds in certain institutions, (ii) to choose
regulated depositories for financial
instruments, and (iii) to keep appropriate
records of ownership that ensure that the
total of client assets corresponds to the
amounts held for each individual client.

Detailed investor protection in Article
13 (7) and (8) of the MiFID and Level
2 measures introduced by CESR on
appropriate record-keeping and clarity
of ownership identification, clarity of
responsibilities, and maintenance of
written records.

legislation ensures protection of client’s assets
for deposit activities and broadly reflects the
CPSS-IOSCO considerations. Harmonisation
provisions are found in the MiFID. Therefore,
to a large extent, the MiFID and national
legislation can be primarily relied on for
customer asset protection.

This recommendation urges CSDs and central
counterparties (CCPs) to provide market
participants with sufficient information for
them to identify and evaluate accurately the
risks and costs associated with using the CSD
or CCP services. Such disclosure can promote
competition between service providers, and
may lead to lower costs and improved levels
of service. CSDs (and CCPs) should provide
market participants with a full and clear
understanding of their rights and obligations,
the rules, regulations and laws governing the
system, their governance procedures, any risks
arising either to participants or the operator,
and any steps taken to mitigate those risks. The
information should be provided via the internet
in a commonly used language. CSDs (and
CCPs) should periodically review the accuracy
and completeness of disclosures.



CSDs and CCPs should provide market
participants with sufficient information for
them to identify and evaluate accurately
the risks and costs associated with using
the CSD or CCP services.

Disclosure to allow participants to
evaluate costs and risks as a result of their

Disclosure of key information to allow

market participants to assess risk exposure.

General information if disclosure would

put the bank at a competitive disadvantage.

Supervisory control of risks instead
of disclosure to market participants in
general.

No disclosure requirements regarding fees.

participation in the system.

Similarly, the CRD, Annex III, in accordance
with Basel II, sets out requirements for the
disclosure of key information to allow market
participants to assess risk exposure. The risk
exposure policy must be publicly available.
The EU provisions require disclosure of all
categories of risks, and further qualitative
disclosures as regards the management of
certain specific risks such as credit risk.

Turning to the MiFID, it is recognised that the
MiFID is imbued with a different philosophy
than the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations. The
MiFID provides for the supervisory control of
specific risks instead of requiring their
disclosure to customers or market participants
in general.?> However, the CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendations envisage both supervisory
control through disclosure of the supervisors’
answers (see key question 2 ) and disclosure.?

Regarding fees, the CPSS-10SCO
Recommendation concerning the disclosure
of information that allows market participants
to evaluate the costs associated with the CCP
and CSD services offered is rather general. The
CRD, on the other hand, allows only general
information to be disclosed, if disclosure of
more specific information would put the bank
at a competitive disadvantage, provided that
the reason why specific information is not
disclosed is stated. Under the MIiFID, there
are no requirements regarding the disclosure
of information on fees because Articles 27 and
28 impose an obligation on investment firms to
disseminate pre-trade information on quotes,
and post-trade information regarding prices and

volumes, for certain transactions in financial
instruments.

This CPSS-IOSCO Recommendation requires
information to be publicly accessible, current,
accurate and available in formats (e.g. language)
that meet the needs of users. Similarly, under the
CRD, institutions may provide the information
on a publicly accessible internet website, or
in public regulatory reports. Institutions are
encouraged to provide all related information
in one location and cross-refer to it in other
sources.

CSDs should provide accurate and complete
information. Disclosures should be periodically
reviewed to ensure they remain current.
Similarly, credit institutions are required to
frequently assess and update information which
is disclosed at least annually. Furthermore,
credit institutions must assess the need for more
frequent disclosures. Consequently, there are
strong similarities between this CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation and the relevant sections
of the banking legislation so that the CPSS-
IOSCO priorities are addressed by the banking
legislation.

The above analysis shows that the risks that
the CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations address

21 See Articles 19 (7), 13 (4) and (5), and the respective Level 2
measures proposed by CESR.

22 BIS (2002), “CPSS-IOSCO assessment methodology for
‘Recommendations for Securities Settlement Systems’”, Basel,
November.
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are the same as those addressed by the banking
regulations, although the scope of application
and the philosophy differ at times. The main
differences concern the nature and extent of
credit granted by CSDs. Owing to the central
function of CSDs in securities markets and
the whole financial system, which consists
in keeping records of rights to securities, the
CPSS-IOSCO  Recommendations  foresee,
unlike the banking legislation, that CSDs
that extend credit to participants must control
possible exposures by adopting various
measures, including full collateralisation (with
the application of haircuts) and setting limits on
the extension of credit. Securities overdrafts are
prohibited.

Banking legislation is calibrated to allow
authorities, if they wish, to monitor intraday
exposures as any other kind of credit exposure.
As regards the rest of the recommendations,
the main elements of securities lending, i.e.
operational reliability, customer protection and
transparency, are largely reflected in the relevant
regulations applicable to credit institutions
and investment firms. Therefore, no additional
measures are needed as regards entities with
a banking licence, in order to observe the
recommendations.
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The oversight, supervisory and regulatory
concerns in the field of clearing and settlement
are addressed across the EU by various national
regulations. Some harmonisation has been
achieved following implementation of EU
Directives. However, differences persist as
regards the scope of application of the national
laws, the degree of cooperation with other
EU authorities, supervisory intensity, and the
enforcement powers of the relevant authorities.

Furthermore, two different approaches have
been followed by banking regulators and
overseers of CSDs/ICSDs. While banking
regulators rely to a large extent on banks’ own
risk management policies and internal controls
(which are subject to supervisory review),
overseers of CSDs and ICSDs have precise risk
mitigation requirements (e.g. collateralisation).

In this chapter, the relevant national regulations
setting down super-equivalent requirements, as
compared with the CPSS Recommendations 9,
5 and 11, are reviewed.

The main oversight concern about credit risk is
the possibility of spill-over from the core, typical
banking business to the clearing and settlement
business (Recommendation 9). As mentioned
in Chapter 4, overseers address this concern by
recommending that CSDs avoid taking credit and
liquidity risks to the largest possible extent, and
requiring those that are allowed to extend credit
under national legislation to put in place precise
risk mitigation measures (i.e. use of limits on
credit exposures, collateralisation of exposures
and regular review of the appropriateness of the
measures taken).

From this perspective, CSDs are subject to
national regulations which are, in general,
super-equivalent (i.e. stricter) or equivalent
to the international benchmark set by

Recommendation 9, although a certain degree
of heterogeneity exists. For instance, CSDs may
be completely prohibited by law from extending
credit (e.g. in Estonia, Spain, Finland, the United
Kingdom, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia).?* Or
they may be allowed to provide some settlement-
related credit (this is the case in the Czech
Republic, Italy, Denmark and — limited to
securities lending — Portugal), subject to certain
conditions. For instance, in Italy, such credit can
be extended only on the basis of adequate
guarantees. A similar provision is to be
introduced in Malta. In Portugal, where the
CSD can only provide credit for settlement
of  securities-related  transactions  full
collateralisation is required with a view to
avoiding settlement failures.?

On the other hand, national banking legislation
reflects the harmonisation achieved following
implementation of the relevant Directives (on
capital requirements and large exposures).
National banking legislation does not generally
limit a bank’s right to extend credit to a specific
purpose. As stated in Chapter 4, specific
prudential requirements (concerning internal
controls, organisation and governance), together
with the relevant supervisory tools, ensure that
oversight concerns are addressed.” Moreover, in
some cases, the supervisory framework explicitly
takes into account the specific risks arising in
the transactions-related business (see Table 2,

23 Providing a credit facility is essential in order to ensure the
smooth functioning of the settlement process. In the countries
listed, the function is normally entrusted to a third party. In
Spain, Article 56 of Royal Decree 116/1992 prohibits the CSD
(Iberclear) from granting credit to its participants. As far as
the cash leg settlement is concerned, since Iberclear settles in
central bank money, intraday credit is provided by the Banco
de Espaifia. In the case of Estonia, lending and guarantee
transactions involving cash or securities are carried out by the
Tallinn Stock Exchange, which owns the Estonian CSD. Like
the other Baltic exchanges, Tallinn Exchange has become part
of the Swedish OMX Group. The Swedish Exchange is also a
CCP serving the securities market and thus is authorised to
extend credit to its members.

24 Regulation 15/2000 CMVM, Article 17, paragraphs 2 and 4.

25 In France, for instance, even if collateralisation is not a
requirement, uncollateralised credit must remain within
strict prudential limits. Collateralisation is a credit risk
mitigation technique that is partly recognised by French law
(cash and sovereign securities). In Luxembourg, in the case of
uncollateralised credit, the banking supervisor has the power
to prescribe a higher solvency ratio than the minimum 8%.
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Annex I). For instance, in France, banks that
provide settlement guarantees are required to
have specific procedures in place and to measure
liquidity and settlement risk arising from the
investment and clearing services provided.

National banking regulations also apply to CSDs
in countries where the central depositories
operate on the basis of a banking licence.
In the four cases where banking legislation
applies to CSDs (Austria, Belgium, Germany
and Luxembourg), the regulatory framework
is identical, because the general (harmonised)
rules on prudential supervision apply, including
risk mitigation techniques and procedures.
In these four countries, the application of the
prudential supervision framework ensures that
the bank CSD does not assume credit risks that
it is unable to manage either in nature, size or
complexity. In practice, however, differences
subsist that are partly regulation-driven and
partly market-driven. By way of example, the
Austrian CSD is allowed to grant credit only in
relation to certain activities and the credit is fully
collateralised by the Austrian Government. In
the case of Euroclear Bank, credit positions are
highly collateralised owing to both supervisory
requirements and market-led demands. In
addition, liquidity management has been
added to the oversight activities of the relevant
authorities. Finally, it is worth mentioning that
as part of their risk management procedures,
the two ICSDs voluntarily limit their banking
services to activities related to settlement or
asset management, either in accordance with
their constitution or on a de facto basis.

Credit risk can also be assumed in the context
of securities lending (Recommendation 5;
see Chapter 4). The recommendation states
that securities lending and borrowing should
be encouraged as a method of expediting the
settlement of securities transactions and that
barriers that inhibit the practice of securities
lending should be removed.
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The limitations envisaged in Standard 9 are not
conceptually applicable to banks owing to the
different supervisory approach. However, the
prudential supervisory framework ensures that

Banks N
overseers’ concerns are met.
In some cases, national legislation sets down
specific requirements for banks active in the
transaction/settlement business.

CSDs/ With a banking licence:

ICSDs

Fall under national banking law (Austria,
Belgium, Germany and Luxembourg).

Without a banking licence:

Different regimes, ranging from a complete
prohibition (Estonia, Spain, Finland, the
United Kingdom, Latvia, Lithuania and
Slovenia) to restrictions allowing only some
settlement-related credit, (the Czech Republic,
Italy, Denmark and — limited to securities
lending — Portugal), often supplemented by a
collateralisation requirement.

The general environment in the Member States
is now relatively favourable to securities lending
and borrowing as a method for enhancing
settlement efficiency and minimising the
materialisation of settlement risks.

National regulations applicable to CSDs have
different approaches (see Table 7). CSDs with
a banking licence are obviously allowed to
provide securities lending facilities and to take
on credit risk (in some cases by guaranteeing
a minimum return on the transaction, or by
taking responsibility vis-a-vis the lender for the
proper conclusion of the lending operation). In
the case of CSDs without a banking licence,
securities lending is possible in order to support
settlement, but the role played by the CSD may
vary from case to case. For example:

— According to the Portuguese Securities
Code (Article 280, paragraph 3a), the
settlement system operator should put in
place procedures to be followed in the event
of default, namely securities lending and
borrowing.



— In other countries (the Czech Republic, Italy,
Denmark, Poland?® and Slovenia), national
law permits the CSD to provide such
facilities?’ (although in some countries, e.g.
Denmark and Slovenia, there is a lack of a
business case for the CSD to operate in this
field, and securities lending is carried out
bilaterally by the market participants).

— In Lithuania, the CSD is prohibited, under
national legislation, from acting as principal
in securities lending (securities lending
is carried out by market participants on a
bilateral basis).

In the absence of explicit legal provisions,
national legislation (such as tax or insurance
legislation) or SSS rules may encourage or, on
the contrary, discourage securities lending:

— In Finland, Sweden and Spain, the tax
legislation is favourable, under -certain
conditions, to securities lending. In Sweden,
even if the national law does not contain any
text expressly encouraging or discouraging
securities lending, the rules applicable
to SSSs provide positive incentives for
participants to use this facility, in order to
fulfil their delivery obligations.

— In Belgium, tax neutrality is not assured for
stock lending unless the service is organised
by a recognised lending system under the
conditions set out in the Income Tax Code.
In the United Kingdom, insurance rules
require that insurance companies know the
identity of the counterparty to any stock
lending transaction, which may cause
problems as regards participation in certain
automated stock lending transactions where
the counterparty’s identity is not known
(the latter rules can be waived if proved to
be unduly burdensome, as per Financial
Services Authority requirements).

The assessment methodology of CPSS-IOSCO
Recommendation 5 specifies within its key
issues that supervisors and overseers should have
policies and procedures in place to ensure that

Fall under the general banking

Banks . o
regulations on credit risk.

CSDs/ICSDs With a banking licence:

Fall under national banking law
(Austria, Belgium, Germany and
Luxembourg).

Without a banking licence:

Different approaches:

o CSD is explicitly required to set up a
system (Portugal);

0 CSD is allowed to provide the facility
(the Czech Republic, Italy, Denmark*,
Poland and Slovenia*);

0 CSD is prohibited from assuming
principal risk (Lithuania**).

*Due to the lack of a business case, there is no centralised facility

in Denmark.
**Securities lending takes place on a bilateral basis.

risks stemming from securities lending activities
are appropriately managed by entities subject
to their oversight.?® The soundness, safety and
efficiency of securities lending arrangements
is addressed by national banking legislation as
regards credit risk and internal control.

Custodians”  risk ~ management  policies,
particularly as regards large intraday credit
exposures directly resulting from their clearing
and settlement activities, may in some markets
or jurisdictions become relevant from an
oversight perspective. The CPSS-IOSCO report
acknowledges the diversity of institutional
arrangements in place and states that, where
custodian banks perform functions that can be
considered equivalent to those of CSDs (internal
settlement in their books without forwarding
instructions to the CSD), the need may arise to
apply to custodian banks some of the
recommendations  addressed to  CSDs.
Therefore, it encourages national securities
regulators, banking supervisors and overseers
to work together to determine the scope of
application of the recommendations more

26 In Poland, the CSD can act only as agent, organising and
managing an automated securities lending and borrowing
system for transactions concluded on the regulated market.

27 In Malta, a new SSS is currently being drawn up based on
CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations.

28 See key issue 3 in BIS (2002), p. 10.
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appropriate to the specific local market
conditions.”” In 2004 the relevant European
authorities (the ESCB and CESR) looked into
this issue, with particular reference to the
possible application of some of the
recommendations to some custodians of
systemic relevance (see ESCB-CESR (2004)
and ECB (2005)). In that context, they
committed to further study some important
open issues in cooperation with market
participants before taking any implementation
measure. One of the open issues studied, which
is elaborated upon in this paper as a contribution
to the European debate, is the relationship
between the banking supervisory framework
and those oversight requirements dealing with
credit risk (Recommendation 9). The
comparative analysis of oversight and national
supervisory requirements reported in Annex I
shows that existing banking regulations
adequately cover these risks and are in many
respects super-equivalent to the requirements
of Recommendation 9. It should be remembered
that, in most countries, the review of banks’
risk management policies is a supervisory
requirement. The relevant authorities’ powers
in this field are far-reaching; they may carry out
on-site inspections, discuss relevant issues with
the management of the supervised entities, and
require detailed information to be provided.
Furthermore, it is open to banking supervisors
to require various corrective measures to be
adopted (e.g. including, without necessarily
being limited to, requiring the bank to increase
the level of collateralisation). Hence, it can be
concluded that oversight concerns are largely
addressed by national banking regulations.
Therefore, European overseers could consider
that, as the oversight concerns about custodian
banks are addressed by national banking
regulations, custodian banks’ risk management
policies could be excluded from the scope of
application of Recommendation 9.
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The national regulations in force in most of
the Member States cover the subject matter of
Recommendation 11 extensively.

National regulations addressed to CSDs are
very similar — in content and scope of the
requirements — to the framework set up by
Recommendation 11, although they take
different forms (laws, regulations, supervisory
or oversight recommendations or standards).*
The only countries where the operational risk
requirements are not a result of public authority
intervention are Poland, where initiatives in
this field have been led directly by the CSD, and
Slovenia, where it is a matter for the CSD itself
(self-regulation).

In some countries (e.g. Spain, Italy), some
of the governance issues addressed in the
recommendation are already covered by
national law.

29 See the introduction to BIS (2001), p. 2.

30 For instance, in Spain, the legal framework sets down general
requirements regarding operational risk, both for the CSD
and its participants. In Finland, the Financial Supervision
Authority has issued a guideline explicitly addressing risk
management and other aspects of internal control in CSDs, and
a recommendation on operational risk management. In Italy,
specific supervisory instructions for CCPs and CSDs cover this
subject, while in Belgium a draft Royal Decree (in application
of the Law of August 2002 on the control of financial markets,
giving the CBFA responsibility for the prudential control of
settlement institutions) will set down requirements for CSDs
without a banking licence similar to those already in place for
bank CSDs.



Framework

Capital requirements

Proportionality

Minimisation of operational risk

Outsourcing

Legal provisions
Supervisory recommendations for CSDs
and their participants (e.g. Finland)

Harmonised framework

No specific national requirement

Relatively harmonised framework.
Additional requirements for banks in
Finland, Italy and Austria (under oversight
framework), and Belgium (detailed
recommendations).

Germany: ex-ante notification
requirements

Finland: information to FSA

Italy and Belgium: specific risk control
measures

France: authorities allowed to supervise

Legal provision (Spain, Belgium,
Germany, France, Hungary, Lithuania,
Latvia, Luxembourg).

Specific instructions for non-bank CSDs
and CCP (e.g. Italy).

Self-regulation (e.g. Poland and Slovenia).
CSDs with banking licence (same as
banks). In some countries there are capital
requirements for CSDs (own funds,
reserves, retained earnings, net income in
addition to the initial capital)

No specific national requirement

Explicit requirements in Belgium,
Denmark, Germany, Finland and Spain.
No legal provision in Austria, Czech
Republic, Italy and Latvia.

Forbid outsourcing (Hungary and
Slovenia).

any outsourced activity directly

As far as banks are concerned, the relevant
operational risk supervisory framework is:

(D) relatively harmonised, as a result of
implementation of the Basel Committee’s

best practices in national banking
regulations;
(2) equivalent and, in some respects,

super-equivalent to
Recommendation 11.

the provisions of

In general, overseers’ concerns about the monitoring
and assessment of sources of operational risk are
met by national provisions requiring the adequate
organisation of banking activity (which needs to be
assessed taking into account the degree of
complexity and scope of the bank’s business), risk
management policies and internal audits.
This is the case in Belgium,* Germany,*? France,*
Hungary,* Lithuania, Latvia and Luxembourg.

In some countries, banks operating in the
settlement and custody business are subject to
additional requirements:

3

32

33

34

in Finland, the Financial Supervision
Authority standard on management of
operational risk (which entered into force
at the beginning of 2005) is binding on
custodian banks, while it applies to the CSD
in the form of a recommendation;

in Italy, banks must adopt specific rules
governing the system of internal controls,
which must take into account all categories
of risks (operational and settlement risks in
particular);

in Austria, where the CSD has a banking
licence, operational reliability obligations

Article 20 of the Banking Law. Further regulatory provisions
are contained in CBFA Circular D1 97/4 on internal control
and internal audits.

Article 25a of the Banking Act, and the Auditors’ Report
Regulation.

Regulation 97-02, in particular Article 32, deals specifically
with the operational risks faced by banks, irrespective of the
activities they stem from.

In Hungary, the Act on Credit Institutions and Financial
Enterprises and the Act on Capital Markets provide for the
protection of information technology systems. A government
decree further details the requirements applicable to payment
and securities clearing and settlement systems.
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stem, in general, from Article 44a of the
National Banking Act. However, as far
as the clearing and settlement process
is specifically concerned, operational
risk is a matter under the responsibility
of the national central bank, which is in

charge of payment systems oversight
(since 1 April 2002).
However, no super-equivalent banking

legislation is in force in Spain and Ireland.

In many countries, the requirement to ensure
adequate levels of business continuity and
disaster recovery is the subject of super-
equivalent banking provisions. For instance:

— in Spain, disaster recovery plans must be
checked at least every six months;

— regular assessment of disaster recovery
plans in the light of business continuity risks
is also required in France;

— in Italy, the authorities may set more stringent
requirements for banks and financial
intermediaries that play an important role in
payment and settlement systems, compared with
the business continuity guidelines generally

applicable to banks;

— in Belgium, the Financial Stability
Committee has issued detailed
recommendations  applicable to  all

systemically critical institutions that should
be implemented by 2007.

Finally, as far as outsourcing is concerned, in
the case of CSDs/CCPs:

— regulations expressly covering outsourcing
are in place in Belgium, Denmark, Germany,
Finland, Spain and France, which are
generally equivalent to Recommendation
11 (in Spain and France with the exception
of the approval/notification requirement),
although they vary in the details from
country to country;
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— there are currently no specific legal
provisions on outsourcing in Austria, the
Czech Republic, Italy (here the authorities
have considered issuing guidelines on this
topic) and Latvia (where the introduction
of a requirement to provide information is
currently being considered);

— finally, in Slovenia and Hungary (although
the rule is currently being reconsidered in
Hungary), only CSDs are permitted to carry
out activities related to securities clearing and
settlement, hence prohibiting outsourcing.

Banks, on the other hand, are subject to various
supervisory requirements on outsourcing,
which are considered to fully meet the oversight
concerns. For example:

— in Germany, although ex ante supervisory
approval is not required, an ex ante
notification requirement means that the
authority can take appropriate measures in
the event the outsourcing contract does not
satisfy the provisions laid down in Banking
Circular 11/2001;

— in Finland, the Financial Supervision
Authority has the power to obtain
information from, and perform on-site
inspections at, the companies handling the
outsourced activities;

— in Italy, custodian banks must adopt specific
measures with regard to the outsourced
activities. Moreover, the outsourcing bank
remains fully responsible for the outsourced
activities;

— in France, the outsourcing contract between
the bank and the third party must allow
the authorities to supervise directly (for
example, through on-site inspections) any
outsourced activity;

— in Belgium, the subject is covered in detail >
The principles set out in the national rules

35 CBFA Circular PPB 2204/5.



cover governance and policy aspects,
responsibility  preservation, choice of
supplier and continuity, service level
agreements, cascade outsourcing, internal
audits and compliance, external audits and
prudential control.

The current supervisory practices and
approaches as regards outsourcing, as well as
the common policies that have been elaborated
to date in the various Member States, form the
basis for the “High Level Principles on
Outsourcing” drawn up by the Committee of
European Banking Supervisors (CEBS)* with

a view to fostering further regulatory
convergence at European level.

The  analysis of the  international
recommendations for securities settlement

systems, the EU legislative framework, and
the comparison of national implementation
measures show that overseers and regulators
share largely the same concerns regarding
the safe and efficient management of risks.
Their approaches may vary from country to
country if the same function is performed
by a different type of entity. This may reflect
historical differences of the development
of EU markets because the national
framework has been developed to meet the
different needs of the national markets at various
points in time. While the analysis suggests
that the current regulatory and operational
framework is equipped with tools to monitor
the risk management instituted by various
entities from the point of view of financial
stability, there are other specific challenges
that overseers and regulators are called to
cope with.

First, cross-border groups are increasingly
integrating  several  business  functions
across borders and legal entities. Similarly,
infrastructures increasingly seize business
opportunities by extending services to
geographic markets outside their location or
developing new products outside the traditional

market segments. In this context, the process
of financial integration is confronted with the
increasing importance of systemic risk and at
the same time with the territorial application
and enforcement of the risk management
framework.

Second, while advanced technology helps
simplifying procedures and reducing costs,
technological innovation is largely developed by
new types of entities which may not always fit
within the traditional distinctions of supervised
entities. As a result, the distinction between
banks and non banks may be blurred owing to
the fact that the same service can be offered by
specialised entities.

Third, the initiation by the Eurosystem of
an investigation into possibly providing
settlement services for securities transactions
(the “TARGET2 Securities” project) provides
an impetus for the operational integration of
clearing and settlement to which regulatory
attention will have to be devoted.

Fourth, alongside payment systems,
correspondent banking arrangements still
play a significant role. For example, a recent
CPSS study on FX settlement risk has shown
that in 2006 on a worldwide basis 32% of FX
obligations were settled through correspondent
banking. Correspondent banking has become
more and more a specialised banking service,
both cross-border and domestic (including
agency arrangements and provision of indirect
access to IFTS for customer banks), with an
increasing concentration in some major market
players offering a broad range of settlement-
related services. This concentration increases
the dependence of a larger number of banks on a

36 See Committee of European Banking Supervisors (2004),
Annual Report, pp. 15-16 and p. 25. Work in this field by the
European supervisory authorities was already underway in 2002.
A public consultation on the CEBS “High Level Principles” was
carried out in 2004. CEBS is considering the need to coordinate
its approach to outsourcing with similar exercises carried out
by CESR, CEIOPS (the Committee of European Insurance and
Occupational Pensions Supervisors) and the Joint Forum at the
global level. At the time of writing, a second consultation round
was envisaged following further work on this issue.
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few service-providing institutions as well as the
dependence of IFTS on a few large participants,
settling for a high number of smaller banks.
Moreover, with a higher degree of concentration,
the potential for internalisation of payment
flows in the books of these major players
increases. There might be a danger that some
risks that have been eliminated from formal
payment systems might reappear in the market
in payment arrangements offered by banks.
For example, while the finality of payments is
well-defined in the case of payment systems,
this may not always be true for correspondent
banking arrangements. In addition, it is not
excluded that bilateral netting between banks
may play a more prominent role in the future.

These risks, although they are part of banks’
daily business, might be of concern if
developments in the market were to indicate
that there is a potential for payment systems
to be crowded out by in-house arrangements.
Moreover, excessive concentration of business
in a few entities may result in an excessive
concentration of risks, and transform some
institutions in “single points of failure” whose
stability would be essential for the stability of
the rest of the system. This may, in turn, create
serious moral hazard problems.

The EU Capital Requirements Directive covers
the issue of avoiding excessive concentration
of exposures vis-a-vis a single institution or a
group of related institutions (conglomerate).

Fifth, the monitoring and mitigation of
both intraday exposures and intraday credit
granted by individual service-providing
banks has gained importance. During the day,
correspondent banks appear to offer intraday
credit to their customer banks, whereby
exposures can be quite significant and seem
to be only partly collateralised. This credit
would be, in theory, bound by counterparty
limits, although it is not clear how hard these
limits are and how quickly they can be adjusted
when required. Intraday exposures should
be considered in any respect as a form of
liquidity risk and credit risk. Because if at the
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end of the day this credit is not reimbursed it
will automatically spill-over into overnight
credit and has the potential to create significant
liquidity and/or credit problems at the end of
the day, when market and systems are going
to close and it can be more difficult to take the
appropriate measures to finance the position in
the market. Against this background, it is not
clear if appropriate measures are in place to
prevent a spill-over of potentially huge intraday
exposures into overnight exposures and which
consequences this may have.

The BCBS has provided some guidance for
banks on liquidity management and intraday
liquidity in “Sound practices for managing
liquidity in banking organisations” (2000)
and set up a Working Group on Liquidity
to analyse the supervision and regulation of
liquidity risks in its members’ jurisdictions.
In parallel, individual G10 central banks are
closely monitoring market developments in
correspondent banking and are analysing
intraday liquidity and collateral requirements
stemming from recent developments in
payment systems. In addition to these activities,
it is worthwhile clarifying which rules and

regulations addressing intraday liquidity
management and intraday exposures, including
those arising in correspondent banking

relations, do already exist and whether there
are any gaps that may call for a policy
response.

Against these ongoing developments for
cross-border activities and in order to address
regulatory concerns efficiently and any liquidity
problems that may be triggered in a cross-
border dimension by payment, clearing and
settlement systems, overseers and regulators
have established cooperative arrangements
and memoranda of understanding to support
the oversight of these infrastructures, enabling
effective leverage over decisions that influence
systemic risk in the respective countries.

The current cooperative framework is
developed on an ad hoc basis, when needed at
the discretion of the authorities involved. The



approach followed thus far has involved the
development of procedures aimed at supporting
the interaction between the different sets of
authorities, in order to ensure the effective
safeguarding of financial stability in the
single financial market. These procedures
take account of the fact that the authorities,
in the context of their responsibilities, need to
retain the necessary discretion and flexibility
to tackle the specific aspects of a potential
situation. Nevertheless, challenges are growing
with financial integration and business is not
contained with national borders. To address
this new operational dimension, a framework
for enhancing cross-border and cross-sectoral
cooperation among overseers and regulators
would be the way forward.

In a cross-border dimension, both supervision
and  oversight cooperative  frameworks
should aim at responding to the increasing
internationalisation of financial markets
and institutions by enhancing supervisory
arrangements that avoid gaps and reduce the
risk of inconsistent policies, while eliminating
unnecessary regulatory burdens.

Recent improvements in the institutional setting
and present efforts to ensure their effective
implementation should spur significant progress
in supervisory cooperation and convergence that
is in line with the challenges posed by cross-
border activities. In particular, the supervisory
framework can deliver an enhanced integrated
supervisory  interface  for  cross-border
clearing and settlement, enabling operators to
reduce their supervisory compliance burden
significantly.

Without prejudice to the existing responsibilities
of home or host authorities - for systemically
important payment and settlement systems —
any further policy action to strengthen the EU
cooperative framework for cross-border clearing
and settlement could be considered after the
review of the supervisory framework at the EU
level by the end of 2007.
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CSDs that extend intraday credit to
participants, including CSDs that operate
net settlement systems, should institute
risk controls that, at a minimum, ensure
timely settlement in the event that the
participant with the largest payment
obligation is unable to settle.

The most reliable set of controls is a
combination of collateral requirements
and limits.

* (Mid 2005)
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In Denmark, any exposure should be mitigated by solvency ratios.
In the Czech Republic, loans must be “duly secured” — collateral is not explicitly mentioned.

In Portugal, where a CSD extends credit (which is only permitted for the purposes of
avoiding settlement failures), full collateralisation is required.

In Malta, current practice is that the Exchange provides an uncollateralised overnight
overdraft facility in order to ensure that the process of settlement continues unimpeded

in the event of late settlement. While each “member”, in accordance with the Financial
Markets Act, must deposit a certain capital amount in favour of the Exchange to be utilised
should a member fail in its obligations to its clients, there is no correlation between this
deposit and settlement exposures. While cash settlement occurs on a net basis — and
therefore settlement exposures are effectively reduced — currently the Exchange is carrying
settlement risk. This situation will be addressed as soon as the new SSS currently in draft
form, which is based on CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations and standards, particularly with
regard to DVP and finality, is implemented later this year. Furthermore, the new legislation
which is being drafted includes relevant provisions on adequate collateral.

In Poland, the CSD operates an automatic securities lending system in which it acts as an
intermediary. The loan is collateralised and it can be extended only within the liquidity-
securing system. The same rules apply to repo and on-request securities lending and
borrowing organised by the CSD.

In France, collateral is not required for banks but is used for credit risk mitigation and is
partly (cash and sovereign securities) recognised by regulation. Risks from uncollateralised
credits must remain within the strict limits required by prudential regulation.

In Italy, the CSD may grant loans, including intraday credit in euro or foreign currency, on
the basis of adequate guarantees. The CSD which manages the settlement services (gross
or net) must adopt internal systems and controls aimed at ensuring the timely closing of the
settlement, even in the event of default by one or more participants. This should be done in
line with international standards.

In Estonia, in accordance with the Securities Market Act, the system operator is required to
establish a guarantee fund in order to ensure execution of the obligations of the members in
the system and of the system operator.

The United Kingdom was set to implement its own credit risk systems and control
requirements. In some areas, the requirements may be super-equivalent to the Capital
Requirements Directive.

In Luxembourg, the banking supervisor has the power to prescribe a higher banking ratio
than the minimum of 8%.

In Hungary, the operator of the SSS is subject to prudential rules set out in the Act on Credit
Institutions and Financial Enterprises, which is harmonised with the relevant EU legislation.
In Germany, collateralised credit has a more favourable treatment with regard to capital
requirements and large exposure limits.

In Belgium, safe and sound risk management should be in place. The risk management
procedure determines the most appropriate tools for risk mitigation. All exposures,
collateralised or not, should be identified, monitored and controlled.

In France, specific requirements apply, in terms of selection and measurement of
intermediation risk, to banks which guarantee settlement of transactions. Banks should set
up procedures to select, measure and assess exposure to each customer and the guarantees
received by customers, taking into account the customer’s financial situation. At least once
a year, the internal (independent) controller draws up a report on internal control, and on
the measurement and monitoring of the bank’s exposures (which is submitted to the Board/
auditors/central bank).

In Spain, entities should, according to the size of their business, establish “adequate accounting
and administrative procedures and mechanisms for internal control with regard to the
management, monitoring and control of interest and liquidity risks”. The Banco de Espafia can
then check a number of specific points as regards entities’ risk management policies.

In Slovenia, the regulator (in connection with the central bank) supervises banks’
operations relating to the provision of services involving securities.



Super-equivalent requirements on
reporting to the relevant authorities on
large settlement-related exposures

In the Czech Republic, the CSD is operated by the national central bank. Under Article 43
of the Capital Markets Act, the registration of securities and the operation of a settlement
system for CSDs, as performed by the national bank, shall not be subject to licensing or
State oversight.

In Malta, capital requirements are risk sensitive.

In Portugal, banks are required to submit an annual report on internal control to their
regulator, describing the internal controls put in place in view of the nature of, and risks
involved in, the activities conducted.

In France, the central bank ensures that the internal risk management policy of banks

is adapted to the nature and volume of the banks’ activities, their size, the complexity of
their operations and internal organisation, and the various types of risk to which they are
exposed.

In Italy, custodian banks are monitored with respect to prudential regulation, internal
systems and controls, and internal risk management procedures. The limits established
must be monitored continuously, and reviewed periodically.

In Estonia, the Credit Institutions Act sets down the prudential limitations on
concentrations of exposures of credit institutions.

In Germany, collateralised credit has a more favourable treatment with regard to capital
requirements and large exposure limits.

In Belgium, safe and sound risk management should be in place. The risk management
procedure determines the most appropriate tools for risk mitigation.

In Estonia, the Credit Institutions Act sets down the prudential limitations on
concentrations of exposures of credit institutions.

The United Kingdom has super-equivalent rules that require cases where exposures are set
to exceed 25% to be pre-notified.

In Spain, large exposures should be reported quarterly or every six months, depending on
the (banking) entity. An exposure is considered large when its value is greater than 10% of
own funds. IBERCLEAR sends the Comision Nacional del Mercado de Valores (CNMV),
on a daily basis, details of pending settlements, corresponding to every participant of its
Servicios de Compensacion y Liquidacion de Valores (SCLV) platform.

In Germany, it is necessary to report large end-of-day exposures, according to current
banking regulations. However, the limits on large exposures also apply to intraday
exposures.

In France, banks must comply with the requirements in respect of large exposures, and
quarterly reports are submitted to the central bank.

In Belgium, all exposures to a single counterparty should be limited to 25% of own funds
of the credit institution, and the cumulative amount of all exposures should be limited to
800%. All large exposures and concentrations should be reported. Ad hoc reporting can be
defined by the CBFA.

In Austria, large exposures are defined as 10% of own funds (and must exceed EUR
500,000).

In Italy, the Banca d’Italia monitors large exposures of the CCP’s and CSD’s participants
on the proprietary and customer accounts through its connection to the internal system of
the Italian CCP and CSD.
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No specific provisions on the granting of credit by CSDs. CSDs do not
currently provide credit.

CSDs may only grant credit in order to avoid settlement failures.

Loans to participants should be duly secured, and for the purpose of
settlement.

CSDs are permitted to act as principal in securities lending; therefore, it
follows that CSDs are also permitted to extend credit.

A CSD can grant cash loans to participants to the extent necessary to fulfil its
core activities (custody, clearing and settlement); however, CSDs do not use
this prerogative.

Legislation in respect of CSDs is currently in draft form. CSDs generally act
as a central registration system.

The Spanish legal system does not permit CSDs to grant credit to their
participants.

German CSDs are licensed as banks and therefore normal banking regulations
apply.

CSDs are prohibited by law from extending credit.

CSDs are prohibited by law from granting credit to market participants, and
acting as principal in securities lending.

Supervision framework for credit institutions and settlement institutions

is based on banking regulations and legislation on the control of financial
markets.

Luxembourg-based ICSD is licensed as a bank.

CSDs may also provide other services with regard to securities transactions,
meeting obligations and exercising rights arising from securities; they are not
explicitly mentioned, but not forbidden either.

Permitted although not stated explicitly. CSDs currently do not provide credit.
CSDs are permitted by law to grant credit or loans to a client to allow it to
carry out a transaction, although they do not do so in practice. Securities
lending (as principal) is considered a secondary activity, and must be
explicitly stated in the CSD licence (approved by the regulator).

CSDs administer the export financing scheme (risk free as security is
provided by the Austrian Government). Clearing and settlement is not
considered a banking activity under Austrian law.

According to the Finnish Securities Market Act, a CSD may not issue credit.

CSDs are not allowed to run any commercial risk.

CSDs do not extend credit (i.e. settlement is in central bank money);
however, they are permitted to do so under the Danish Securities Trading Act.
Credit activities are limited to enabling participants to settle positions. Loans
may be granted in euro or foreign currency, including intraday credit, based
on adequate guarantees.

CSDs are not allowed to engage in lending and guarantee transactions of both
securities and cash (although the Estonian Stock Exchange, which acts as
CCP and owns the CSD, is permitted to do so).



Table 3 CPSS-10SCO Recommendation 5 - Securities lending

Provision

Securities lending and borrowing (or repurchase
agreements and other economically equivalent
transactions) should be encouraged as a method for
expediting the settlement of securities transactions.

Barriers that inhibit the practice of lending securities
Jfor this purpose should be removed.

Equivalent and super-equivalent national legislation
UK insurance rules require that insurance companies know the identity of
the counterparty to any stock lending transaction. This can cause problems as
regards participation in certain automated stock lending transactions where the
counterparty’s identity is not known. These rules can however be waived, in
the event compliance would be unduly burdensome, as per Financial Services
Authority requirements.

In Sweden, the rules and regulations of the SSS include sanctions for those
participants which do not deliver on time, therefore encouraging timely
settlement. There is no text in Swedish law encouraging securities lending to
expedite securities settlement.

In Finland, capital transfer tax may, in certain cases, inhibit securities
lending.

In Belgium, as concerns stock lending, tax neutrality is not assured for
borrowers unless the transaction is organised by a recognised lending system
in compliance with the Income Tax Code.

Super-equivalent provisions relevant for securities lending and control of risks taken by participants:

In the UK, stock lending of private customers’ assets is covered by the
Client Assets Sourcebook (CASS). Article 2.5 states that “if a safe custody
investment belonging to a private customer is used for stock lending activity,
the firm must ensure that relevant collateral is provided by the borrower

in favour of the customer”. Furthermore, “the level and type of collateral
required should take account of the creditworthiness of the borrower and the
market risks associated with the particular collateral”.

In Finland, the general terms of lending agreements must be approved by the
Financial Supervision Authority (FSA). The CSD is only allowed to clear and
settle lending agreements, the terms of which have been approved by the FSA.

In Sweden, there is no central securities lending institution and securities

are lent bilaterally. However, the Swedish Financial Supervisory Authority,
Finansinspektionen, supervises the risk management systems of the individual
institutions.
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Sources of operational risk
arising in the clearing and
settlement process should

be identified and minimised
through the development of
appropriate systems, controls
and procedures.

Systems should be reliable
and secure, and have
adequate, scalable capacity.

Contingency plans and
backup facilities should

be established to allow for
timely recovery of operations
and completion of the
settlement process.
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In Germany, the provisions of the Banking Act are broad, thus enabling a flexible interpretation
according to the size and significance of the business, and in line with the principle that the main
responsibility for risk management should lie with the supervised institution. Further details on the
institutions’ specific organisational duties are contained in Article 25a of the Banking Act.

In Portugal, banks are required by the Banco de Portugal to submit an annual internal controls report,
which should follow the principles of the “Sound practices for the management and supervision of
operational risks” issued by the Basel Committee.

In Poland, the development of the CSD’s system is subject to strict regulation relating to, for example,
procurement, scope of the system and its modification. The control procedures include the following:

- functional analysis;

- initial project;

- detailed specification;

- building of the system;

- testing; and

- implementation.

Specific additional requirements also apply to custodian banks concerning their IT systems, and other
internal systems and controls.

In France, there are specific requirements on computer security and appropriate information systems.

In Italy, the supervisory instructions for CSDs and CCPs, issued by the Banca d’Italia and Consob

(Commissione Nazionale per le Societa e la Borsa), provide that the Board of Directors shall send the

authorities an annual report concerning, inter alia, the structure of the system of internal controls, and

the methods adopted to identify, monitor and solve any operational shortcomings.

The system of internal controls and the specific procedures regarding operational risk, adopted by

CSDs and CCPs, are periodically assessed by the authorities.

The Board of Auditors shall send the authorities an annual report on the outcome of the controls

performed, and as regards the system’s operational reliability. Moreover, at least once a year, CSDs and

CCPs shall test the technological and IT structures with special reference to the IT security measures

adopted, and the backup and recovery procedures put in place. The testing should be conducted by third

parties or by internal units, provided that the latter are independent from the production units.

In Spain, disaster recovery plans must be checked at least every six months.

In Lithuania, the operator of the SSS should have a business continuity plan, but there are no guidelines

as to its appropriate content.

In France, banks must have a business continuity plan and ensure that their organisation and resources

(staff, real estate, technical and financial) are regularly assessed in the light of business continuity risks.

In Belgium, the Financial Stability Committee published general recommendations in October 2004,

with the aim of achieving harmonisation in terms of recovery and resumption time objectives. The

recommendations should be implemented in 2007 and are applicable to all systemically critical
institutions.

Principles:

« Resumption: The objective is to enable a restart of activities before the end of the day, even if it is
necessary to extend the normal operating hours in the event that an incident happens at the end of the
day.

* Recovery: The objective is to achieve a Recovery Time Objective (RTO) of two hours after an
incident occurs. For less critical institutions, the RTO can be extended to a maximum of four hours.

« A sufficient distance should be maintained between production and backup data centres in order
to avoid that both could be impacted by one single incident. The idea is not to determine a specific
distance (at the discretion of each institution) but rather to ensure that data centres are located in
places with different risk profiles.

* The cooperation of telecommunication companies is requested as regards transparency of information,
50 as to enable critical institutions to plan the installation of their connections and avoid so-called
“single points of failure”.

* Regular internal testing should be carried out, at least once a year. Bilateral testing with core
counterparties is also important, notably to ensure the switch between primary and backup data
centres.

« Critical institutions should develop disaster recovery plans that satisfy the following five conditions:
(1) a short RTO; (2) high recovery point objectives to ensure an accepted level of data loss; (3)
transparency for users in terms of switching between data centres; (4) adequate transaction storage on
the user’s side, at least during the RTO, plus a security margin, to facilitate the recovery process; and
(5) adequate capacity of the backup data centre.



In Italy, specific business continuity guidelines for banks have recently been issued concerning
emergency situations and the resumption of normal operating conditions. According to these guidelines,
banks are obliged to define business continuity plans and take all the necessary initiatives to ensure
operational reliability no later than December 2006.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FROM THE EXPLANATORY TEXT OF CPSS-IOSCO RECOMMENDATION 11

3.57 There should be
adequate management
controls and sufficient

(and sufficiently well
qualified) personnel to
ensure that procedures are
implemented accordingly.
Risks, operational policies
and procedures, and
systems should be reviewed
periodically and after
modifications to the system.
Information systems should
be subject to periodic
independent audit, and
external audits should be
seriously considered.

3.59 Some clearing and
settlement operations may be
outsourced to third parties.
In these circumstances,
operational risk will reside
with the outside service
provider. System operators
who outsource operations
should ensure that those
operations meet the same
standards as if they were
provided directly by the
system operator.

In Malta, the Exchange’s annual external audit explicitly includes a review of recovery procedures.

In Spain, in accordance with the functioning and organisation regulations, a Technical Commission,
which reports to the Board of Directors and to the President, is in charge of the review and assessment
of the technical systems.

In Slovenia, in exercising control of the Stock Exchange, the Central Securities Clearing Corporation
Inc. (KDD) may require that the Stock Exchange carry out a special audit of information systems and
internal controls, and submit a report.

In France, the Board of Directors should review the activities and results of the internal control system
at least twice a year.

In Belgium, the Executive Committee should set up an adequate internal control system and ensure that
it is assessed at least every year. The Executive Committee should report to the Board of Directors at
least once a year, through the audit committee, if one exists.

In Germany, Banking Circular 11/2001 explains the provisions on outsourcing in more detail. The pre-
notification requirement ensures that the Financial Supervisory Authority (BaFin) can take appropriate
measures if the outsourcing contract does not comply with the requirements laid down in the Circular.
Furthermore, under the Banking Act, the institution outsourcing should ensure that it has the necessary
contractual powers to give instructions to the external service provider in question, and shall include
the outsourced areas in its monitoring procedures.

In Finland, the Financial Supervision Authority has the right to obtain information and perform on-site
inspections at the companies handling the outsourced activity.

In Lithuania, the operator of the SSS should inform the Bank of Lithuania when outsourcing its
services. Although not mentioned explicitly in national legislation, the Bank of Lithuania could ask for
additional information from the SSS operator.

In Italy, the authorities have considered issuing guidelines concerning outsourcing with a view to
managing and controlling risks arising from outsourced activities. In particular, CSDs and CCPs would
be invited to regulate outsourcing relationships in written contracts (service level agreements) which
would state explicitly that the authorities would be allowed to exercise their supervisory powers with
regard to the outsourced activities (i.e. by means of access to information, or requesting corrective
measures).

For custodian banks, specific measures must be adopted with regard to outsourced activities. The
outsourcing bank remains fully answerable and responsible for any activity outsourced.

In particular, general prudential measures are provided in terms of: (a) outsourcing goals; (b)
assessment and selection of service providers; (c) assessment of the organisational arrangements
and staff availability of the service provider; (d) contractual arrangements that enable, inter alia, the
banking supervisor to carry out its functions; and (e) proper service level agreements that define the
obligations of the service providers.

In France, the outsourcing contract between the bank and third party must allow the central bank to
supervise directly any outsourced activity, including by means of on-site inspections.

In Belgium, a number of principles for outsourcing are covered by CBFA Circular PPB 2204/5.
Principle 1: Outsourcing policy definition

Each institution must define an outsourcing policy that must be approved by the Board. This policy
should take into account all the principles described in the Circular and clearly define the decision-
making process for outsourcing activities.

Principle 2: Responsibility preservation

Outsourcing does not reduce the management responsibility of the institutions, neither with respect to
their stockholders or clients, nor with respect to their prudential authorities or supervisors.
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Principle 3: Outsourcing decision

The decision should be made on the basis of a formal and well-documented analysis. This analysis
should comprise, at least: (1) an exhaustive description of the services or activities that are outsourced;
(2) the expected effects of outsourcing — including a “cost-benefit” analysis; (3) the verification of
compliance with the conditions described in the policy; and

Principle 4: Supplier’s choice and continuity preservation

The relevant supplier must be chosen with sufficient vigilance and prudence. The rationale should take
into account the financial situation, reputation, technical capacity and management of the supplier.
The institution should also examine the adequacy of the supplier’s contingency plan, and challenge it
according to its own continuity constraints. The necessary precautions should be taken by the institution
in order to enable an adequate transfer of all outsourced activities to another supplier, or back to itself,
each time the continuity or quality of performance is compromised.

Principle 5: Service level agreement

A formal written contract or service level agreement must be established. This document should take
into account all the principles described in the Circular.

Principle 6: Protection

The institution should ensure that all its suppliers’ arrangements in terms of continuity and protection
are adapted to the nature and size of the outsourced activities, to its own policy, and to the standards
generally applied in the financial sector. The institution should ensure in an efficient manner that the
confidentiality and integrity of data is guaranteed at all times.

Principle 7: Cascade outsourcing

Cascade outsourcing — and all conditions attached to it — should be specifically addressed in the
contract signed with the relevant suppliers. According to the materiality of the related “outsourced
activities”, the institution should ensure compliance with all principles described in the Circular, as well
as the effectiveness of the internal/external control.

Principle 8: Internal audit and compliance

The scope of the internal audit should encompass the outsourced activities. The outsourcer remains
fully responsible for the control (qualitatively and quantitatively) of the outsourced activities. Full
access to all aspects of the outsourced activities should be ensured. The scope of the compliance
obligation encompasses the outsourced activities.

Principle 9: External audit and prudential control

Full access to outsourced activities should be given at any time.

Principle 10: Application of Belgian law

Outsourcing may not have any impact on the necessity for the institution to comply with the Belgian
regulatory and legal framework.



2 LIST OF CPSS-10SCO RECOMMENDATIONS
ANALYSED IN THE PAPER

ANNEXES

RECOMMENDATION 5: SECURITIES LENDING

Securities lending and borrowing (or repurchase
agreements and other economically equivalent
transactions) should be encouraged as a method
for expediting the settlement of securities
transactions. Barriers that inhibit the practice
of lending securities for this purpose should be
removed.

RECOMMENDATION 9: CSD RISK CONTROLS TO
ADDRESS PARTICIPANTS’
FAILURE TO SETTLE

CSDs that extend intraday credit to participants,
including CSDs that operate net settlement
systems, should institute risk controls that, at a
minimum, ensure timely settlement in the event
that the participant with the largest payment
obligation is unable to settle. The most reliable
set of controls is a combination of collateral
requirements and limits.

RECOMMENDATION 11: OPERATIONAL
RELIABILITY

Sources of operational risk arising in the clearing
and settlement process should be identified
and minimised through the development of
appropriate systems, controls and procedures.
Systems should be reliable and secure, and have
adequate, scalable capacity. Contingency plans
and backup facilities should be established to
allow for timely recovery of operations and
completion of the settlement process.

RECOMMENDATION 12: PROTECTION OF
CUSTOMERS’ SECURITIES

Entities holding securities in custody should
employ accounting practices and safekeeping
procedures that fully protect customers’
securities. It is essential that customers’
securities be protected against the claims of a
custodian’s creditors.

RECOMMENDATION 17: TRANSPARENCY

CSDs and CCPs should provide market
participants with sufficient information for
them to identify and evaluate accurately the
risks and costs associated with using the CSD
or CCP services.

ECB
Occasional Paper No 76
December 2007

m




BIS (2000), “Principles for the Management of Credit Risk”, Basel Committee on Banking
Supervision, September.

BIS (2001), “CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations for Securities Settlement Systems”, CPSS
Publications No 46, November.

BIS (2002), “CPSS-IOSCO assessment methodology for ‘Recommendations for Securities
Settlement Systems’”, CPSS Publications No 51, November.

BIS (2004), “CPSS-IOSCO Recommendations for Central Counterparties”, CPSS Publications No
64, November.

Committee of European Banking Supervisors (2004), Annual Report.

Directive 2000/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 March 2000 relating to
the taking up and pursuit of the business of credit institutions, as amended (Codified Banking
Directive).

Directive 2004/39/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 April 2004 on markets
in financial instruments.

ECB (2005), “The ESCB-CESR Standards for securities clearing and settlement in the European
Union”, Monthly Bulletin, April.

ESCB-CESR (2004), “Standards for securities clearing and settlement in the European Union”,
September.

European Commission (2002), Communication from the Commission to the Council and the
European Parliament, “Clearing and settlement in the European Union — Main policy issues
and future challenges”, COM/2002/0257.

European Commission (2004), Communication from the Commission to the Council and the
European Parliament, “Clearing and settlement in the European Union — The way forward”,
COM/2004/0312.

European Commission (2004), “Summary of the responses — Communication on ‘Clearing and
settlement in the European Union — The way forward’”, April.

European Parliament (2002), “Resolution on the Communication from the Commission to the
Council and the European Parliament entitled ‘Clearing and settlement in the European Union
— Main policy issues and future challenges’”.

Proposal for re-casting Directive 2000/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of
20 March 2000 relating to the taking up and pursuit of the business of credit institutions and
Council Directive 96/6/EEC of 15 March 1993 on the capital adequacy of investment firms and
credit institutions, COM (2004) 486 final of 14 July 2004.

Occasional Paper No 76



1 “The impact of the euro on money and bond markets” by J. Santillan, M. Bayle and C. Thygesen,
July 2000.

2 “The effective exchange rates of the euro” by L. Buldorini, S. Makrydakis and C. Thimann,
February 2002.

3 “Estimating the trend of M3 income velocity underlying the reference value for monetary
growth” by C. Brand, D. Gerdesmeier and B. Roffia, May 2002.

4 “Labour force developments in the euro area since the 1980s” by V. Genre and
R. Gémez-Salvador, July 2002.

5 “The evolution of clearing and central counterparty services for exchange-traded derivatives in
the United States and Europe: a comparison” by D. Russo, T. L. Hart and A. Schonenberger,
September 2002.

6 “Banking integration in the euro area” by I. Cabral, F. Dierick and J. Vesala, December 2002.

7 “Economic relations with regions neighbouring the euro area in the ‘Euro Time Zone’
by F. Mazzaferro, A. Mehl, M. Sturm, C. Thimann and A. Winkler, December 2002.

8 “An introduction to the ECB’s survey of professional forecasters” by J. A. Garcia,
September 2003.

9 “Fiscal adjustment in 1991-2002: stylised facts and policy implications” by M. G. Briotti,
February 2004.

10 “The acceding countries’ strategies towards ERM II and the adoption of the euro: an
analytical review” by a staff team led by P. Backé and C. Thimann and including O. Arratibel,
O. Calvo-Gonzalez, A. Mehl and C. Nerlich, February 2004.

11 “Official dollarisation/euroisation: motives, features and policy implications of current cases”
by A. Winkler, F. Mazzaferro, C. Nerlich and C. Thimann, February 2004.

12 “Understanding the impact of the external dimension on the euro area: trade, capital flows
and other international macroeconomic linkages™ by R. Anderton, F. di Mauro and F. Moneta,
March 2004.

13 “Fair value accounting and financial stability” by a staff team led by A. Enria and including
L. Cappiello, F. Dierick, S. Grittini, A. Maddaloni, P. Molitor, F. Pires and P. Poloni,
April 2004.

14 “Measuring financial integration in the euro area” by L. Baele, A. Ferrando, P. Hordahl,
E. Krylova, C. Monnet, April 2004.

Occasional Paper No 76



15 “Quality adjustment of European price statistics and the role for hedonics” by H. Ahnert and
G. Kenny, May 2004.

16 “Market dynamics associated with credit ratings: a literature review” by F. Gonzalez, F. Haas,
R. Johannes, M. Persson, L. Toledo, R. Violi, M. Wieland and C. Zins, June 2004.

17 “Corporate ‘excesses’ and financial market dynamics” by A. Maddaloni and D. Pain,
July 2004.

18 “The international role of the euro: evidence from bonds issued by non-euro area residents”
by A. Geis, A. Mehl and S. Wredenborg, July 2004.

19 “Sectoral specialisation in the EU: a macroeconomic perspective” by MPC task force of the
ESCB, July 2004.

20 “The supervision of mixed financial services groups in Europe” by F. Dierick,
August 2004.

21 “Governance of securities clearing and settlement systems” by D. Russo, T. Hart,
M. C. Malaguti and C. Papathanassiou, October 2004.

22 “Assessing potential output growth in the euro area: a growth accounting perspective”
by A. Musso and T. Westermann, January 2005.

23 “The bank lending survey for the euro area” by J. Berg, A. van Rixtel, A. Ferrando, G. de Bondt
and S. Scopel, February 2005.

24 “Wage diversity in the euro area: an overview of labour cost differentials across industries”
by V. Genre, D. Momferatou and G. Mourre, February 2005.

25 “Government debt management in the euro area: recent theoretical developments and changes
in practices” by G. Wolswijk and J. de Haan, March 2005.

26 “The analysis of banking sector health using macro-prudential indicators” by L. Mdrttinen,
P. Poloni, P. Sandars and J. Vesala, March 2005.

27 “The EU budget — how much scope for institutional reform?” by H. Enderlein, J. Lindner,
O. Calvo-Gonzalez, R. Ritter, April 2005.

28 “Reforms in selected EU network industries” by R. Martin, M. Roma, 1. Vansteenkiste,
April 2005.

29 “Wealth and asset price effects on economic activity”, by F. Altissimo, E. Georgiou, T. Sastre,
M. T. Valderrama, G. Sterne, M. Stocker, M. Weth, K. Whelan, A. Willman, June 2005.

30 “Competitiveness and the export performance of the euro area”, by a Task Force of the Monetary
Policy Committee of the European System of Central Banks, June 2005.

Occasional Paper No 76



31 “Regional monetary integration in the member states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)”
by M. Sturm and N. Siegfried, June 2005.

32 “Managing financial crises in emerging market economies: experience with the involvement of
private sector creditors” by an International Relations Committee task force, July 2005.

33 “Integration of securities market infrastructures in the euro area” by H. Schmiedel,
A. Schonenberger, July 2005.

34 “Hedge funds and their implications for financial stability” by T. Garbaravicius and F. Dierick,
August 2005.

35 “The institutional framework for financial market policy in the USA seen from an
EU perspective” by R. Petschnigg, September 2005.

36 “Economic and monetary integration of the new Member States: helping to chart the route”
by J. Angeloni, M. Flad and F. P. Mongelli, September 2005.

37 “Financing conditions in the euro area” by L. Bé Duc, G. de Bondt, A. Calza,
D. Marqués Ibafiez, A. van Rixtel and S. Scopel, September 2005.

38 “Economic reactions to public finance consolidation: a survey of the literature” by M. G. Briotti,
October 2005.

39 “Labour productivity in the Nordic EU countries: a comparative overview and explanatory
factors — 1998-2004” by A. Annenkov and C. Madaschi, October 2005.

40 “What does European institutional integration tell us about trade integration?” by F. P. Mongelli,
E. Dorrucci and 1. Agur, December 2005.

41 “Trends and patterns in working time across euro area countries 1970-2004: causes
and consequences” by N. Leiner-Killinger, C. Madaschi and M. Ward-Warmedinger,
December 2005.

42 “The New Basel Capital Framework and its implementation in the European Union”
by F. Dierick, F. Pires, M. Scheicher and K. G. Spitzer, December 2005.

43 “The accumulation of foreign reserves” by an International Relations Committee Task Force,
February 2006.

44 “Competition, productivity and prices in the euro area services sector” by a Task Force of the
Monetary Policy Committee of the European System of Central banks, April 2006.

45 “Output growth differentials across the euro area countries: Some stylised facts” by N. Benalal,
J. L. Diaz del Hoyo, B. Pierluigi and N. Vidalis, May 2006.

46 “Inflation persistence and price-setting behaviour in the euro area — a summary of the IPN
evidence”, by F. Altissimo, M. Ehrmann and F. Smets, June 2006.

Occasional Paper No 76



47 “The reform and implementation of the stability and growth pact” by R. Morris, H. Ongena and
L. Schuknecht, June 2006.

48 “Macroeconomic and financial stability challenges for acceding and candidate countries”
by the International Relations Committee Task Force on Enlargement, July 2006.

49 “Credit risk mitigation in central bank operations and its effects on financial markets: the case
of the Eurosystem” by U. Bindseil and F. Papadia, August 2006.

50 “Implications for liquidity from innovation and transparency in the European corporate bond
market” by M. Lagana, M. Pefina, I. von K&ppen-Mertes and A. Persaud, August 2006.

51 “Macroeconomic implications of demographic developments in the euro area” by A. Maddaloni,
A. Musso, P. Rother, M. Ward-Warmedinger and T. Westermann, August 2006.

52 “Cross-border labour mobility within an enlarged EU” by F. F. Heinz and M. Ward-Warmedinger,
October 2006.

53 “Labour productivity developments in the euro area” by R. Gomez-Salvador, A. Musso,
M. Stocker and J. Turunen, October 2006.

54 “Quantitative quality indicators for statistics — an application to euro area balance of payment
statistics” by V. Damia and C. Picon Aguilar, November 2006

55 “Globalisation and euro area trade: Interactions and challenges” by U. Baumann and
F. di Mauro, February 2007.

56 “Assessing fiscal soundness: Theory and practice” by N. Giammarioli, C. Nickel, P. Rother,
J.-P. Vidal, March 2007.

57 “Understanding price developments and consumer price indices in south-eastern Europe”
by S. Herrmann and E. K. Polgar, March 2007.

58 “Long-Term Growth Prospects for the Russian Economy” by R. Beck, A. Kamps and E. Mileva,
March 2007.

59 “The ECB Survey of Professional Forecasters (SPF) a review after eight years’ experience”,
by C. Bowles, R. Friz, V. Genre, G. Kenny, A. Meyler and T. Rautanen, April 2007.

60 “Commodity price fluctuations and their impact on monetary and fiscal policies in Western and
Central Africa” by U. Béwer, A. Geis and A. Winkler, April 2007.

61 “Determinants of growth in the central and eastern European EU Member States — A production
function approach” by O. Arratibel, F. Heinz, R. Martin, M. Przybyla, L. Rawdanowicz,
R. Serafini and T. Zumer, April 2007.

62 “Inflation-linked bonds from a Central Bank perspective” by J. A. Garcia and A. van Rixtel,
June 2007.

Occasional Paper No 76



63 “Corporate finance in the euro area — including background material”, Task Force of the
Monetary Policy Committee of the European System of Central Banks, June 2007.

64 “The use of portfolio credit risk models in central banks”, Task Force of the Market Operations
Committee of the European System of Central Banks, July 2007.

65 “The performance of credit rating systems in the assessment of collateral used in Eurosystem
monetary policy operations” by F. Coppens, F. Gonzalez and G. Winkler, July 2007.

66 “Structural reforms in EMU and the role of monetary policy — a survey of the literature”
by N. Leiner-Killinger, V. Lopez Pérez, R. Stiegert and G. Vitale, July 2007.

67 “Towards harmonised balance of payments and international investment position statistics — the
experience of the European compilers” by J.-M. Israél and C. Sanchez Muiioz, July 2007.

68 “The securities custody industry” by D. Chan, F. Fontan, S. Rosati and D. Russo, August 2007.

69 “Fiscal policy in Mediterranean countries — Developments, structures and implications for
monetary policy” by M. Sturm and F. Gurtner, August 2007.

70 The search for Columbus’ egg: Finding a new formula to determine quotas at the IMF
by M. Skala, C. Thimann and R. Wélfinger, August 2007.

71 “The economic impact of the Single Euro Payments Area” by H. Schmiedel, August 2007.

72 “The role of financial markets and innovation in productivity and growth in Europe”
by P. Hartmann, F. Heider, E. Papaioannou and M. Lo Duca, September 2007.

73 “Reserve accumulation: objective or by-product?” by J. O. de Beaufort Wijnholds and
Lars Sendergaard, September 2007.

74 “Analysis of revisions to general economic statistics” by H. C. Dieden and A. Kanutin,
October 2007.

75 “The role of other financial intermediaries in monetary and credit developments in the euro area”
edited by P. Moutot and coordinated by D. Gerdesmeier, A. Lojschova and J. von Landesberger,
October 2007.

76 “Prudential and oversight requirements for securities settlement” by D. Russo, G. Caviglia,
C. Papathanassiou and S. Rosati, December 2007.

Occasional Paper No 76



ISSN 1607-1484

9lirr 006

16071148




	PRUDENTIAL AND OVERSIGHT REQUIREMENTS FOR SECURITIES SETTLEMENT
	CONTENTS
	1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
	2 THE RISK-BASED FUNCTIONAL APPROACH
	3 EU REGULATORY REGIMES AND RISKS RELATED TO SOME OF THE CPSS-IOSCO RECOMMENDATIONS 
	3.1 EU DIRECTIVES
	3.2 BEST PRACTICES
	3.3 NATIONAL LEGISLATION/REGULATION

	4 INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON
	4.1 RECOMMENDATION 5: SECURITIES LENDING
	4.2 RECOMMENDATION 9: CSD RISK CONTROLS TO ADDRESS PARTICIPANTS’ FAILURES TO SETTLE
	4.3 RECOMMENDATION 11: OPERATIONAL RELIABILITY
	4.4 RECOMMENDATION 12: PROTECTION OF CUSTOMERS’ SECURITIES
	4.5 RECOMMENDATION 17: TRANSPARENCY
	4.6 CPSS-IOSCO RECOMMENDATIONS AND BANKING REGULATIONS

	5 COMPARISON OF OVERSIGHT REQUIREMENTS WITH NATIONAL REGULATIONS
	5.1 CREDIT, LIQUIDITY AND SETTLEMENT RISKS
	5.2 OPERATIONAL RISK AND OPERATIONAL RELIABILITY

	CONCLUSION
	ANNEXES
	1 SUMMARY OF NATIONAL LEGISLATION
	2 LIST OF CPSS-IOSCO RECOMMENDATIONS ANALYSED IN THE PAPER

	REFERENCES
	EUROPEAN CENTRAL BANK OCCASIONAL PAPER SERIES


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 100
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 100
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ([Based on 'Smallest File A4'] Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


