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Introduction

Since release 1.0 the schemes mechanism used in the FpML has been used to address the issue of how to reference codified values from code lists defined separately from the XML grammar of FpML itself. 

The representation of a scheme reference as a two part value consisting of a code token and a qualifying URI is simple way of clearly identifying code values which can accommodate changes to code lists between releases with no schema changes and also allows implementers to substitute alternative code lists if required.

The mechanism for expressing the default values of qualifying URIs has changed slightly since FpML 1.0. Originally default URI values where expressed using attributes on the document root element and had to be provided by the document creator. These defaults could be overridden by a scheme URI attribute present on the codified elements. The limitation of this simple mechanism was that the XML parser alone could not ensure that all the defaults needed for the actual scheme references used within the document had been provided.

In FpML 4.0 the root element attributes where removed and the default scheme URI was removed and each of the overriding scheme attributes on the codified element was given a default value in the schema itself. Following a validating XML parse the application sees the overriding URI values where they have been explicitly recorded in the source document and the default values from the schema where they have not. For a small number of codified values (e.g. trade identifiers, message identifiers, security identifiers, etc.) where is not feasible to provide a default the scheme attribute is mandatory and the source document must always provide a value.

The details of the standard code lists defined by each release of the FpML specification have always been published as part of the standard documentation. Since FpML 4.2 these lists have also been published electronically using the Genericode representation (see http://www.genericode.org/).

The most common operation on a code list is the addition of new values. In the lifetime of FpML there have been very few code removals (other than for the currencies made defunct by the introduction of the Euro) or modifications to existing codes.

Versioned vs. Canonical URIs

A large number of URIs used for code lists to date contain a version number as part of their definition. This feature was considered important as the interpretation of code values occasionally changes for regulatory or market reasons (e.g. currency codes, index definitions, etc.). Under such circumstances it was felt that the document processor should be able to detect in which context the code was being used.

URIs assigned to dynamically changing lists of values beyond FpML’s control, such as security identifiers, party identifiers (e.g. BIC), etc. are not versioned. It is left to the processing application to determine whether the code value is considered valid or not.

In 2007 the DTCC proposed that some code schemes should be assigned a standard canonical URI that does not contain a version number. The use of the canonical URI in a document would indicate that the processor should interpret the code against the most recent version of the code list that it is aware of.

The aim of the DTCCs proposal is to make it possible to use new code values in FpML documents without having to wait for an update to the schema. It is possible to do this today using the overriding schema attributes but under the current versioned scheme approach the document creator must update more of his FpML generation script or code every time a new list is used than would be necessary if a canonical URI was used.

Potential Risks Canonical URIs

There are really two issues that are generated by the use of canonical URIs.

· If the scheme URI no longer contains a version number then it is not possible to ensure that the creator and processor are working to the same list.

· Reprocessing an old document against a new code list could result in failures or changes in interpretation.

The first issue can be mitigated through the use of a service contract between messaging partners. The most cases the message processor is a service provider who has an active interest in remaining up to date with code changes.

The danger of changes in interpretation can be limited for codes controlled directly by ISDA or FpML by ensuring that new codes or modifications always result in new unique values, for example by including a year or a date in the code to differentiate them for previously published codes with a similar purpose. This approach is already used for master agreements and contractual supplements.

The problem lies with codes issued by external bodies, especially those that recycle code values because their key focus is representing the current rather than historical state (e.g. currencies, security codes, etc.). It is not practical for FpML to provide stable versions of these code lists, instead messaging participants will have to monitor and assess the impact of any changes.

If there was to be a major industry change to the interpretation of a code then it is likely that all active trades would be amended to reflect the new codes and reconfirmed.

Should Canonical URIs be the default?

The current defaulting of scheme URIs within the XML schema is based on the versioned URIs. To use the canonical URIs all the overriding scheme attributes through out the instance document would need to have explicitly set to the appropriate canonical URI, for example instead of …

<businessCenter>GBLO</businessCenter>

… an instance would need to look like this.

<businessCenter businessCenterScheme=”http://www.fpml.org/coding-scheme/business-center”>GBLO</businessCenter>

The adding the canonical URIs would increase the size of all FpML instance documents. An alternative approach would be to make the schema default the canonical URI and override with a versioned URI when specifically needed.

Providing the guarantees on code uniqueness are maintained there should not be any significant implementation issues making this change to the FpML schema.

In Summary

There is nothing to prevent the DTCC or any other FpML user from defining their own proprietary system of URIs for code lists amongst their community of users provided its usage can be differentiated from standard FpML. However it would be unfortunate if two implementers adopted different URI systems for precisely the same functionality. It therefore makes sense for FpML to establish the common canonical URI formats and make it the default within the FpML Schema.

There are a small number of schemes for which a canonical URI would appear to be a better choice generally (e.g. business centers, etc.) than the current versioned one.

There does not seem to be major interpretation issues with changing the schema to use canonical URIs by default. The versioned URIs can be maintained as an alterative reference should the need to reference a specific code be necessary.

