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1. Question 4:

Do you agree with this approach to the UPI’s treatment of package trades? If not, please
explain and suggest alternatives.
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2. Question 7:

Could some of these principles and high-level specifications pose implementation
challenges? Which ones and why?
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3. Question 9:

As discussed in Section 3.5, should a classification system allow one or more of its data
elements to take the value “Other” in order to incorporate new and/or highly bespoke
products that do not yet have a more precise definition within the classification system?
Why or why not? If not, how would the bespoke/non-standard products be treated within
the classification system? What should be the criteria and processes for moving one or more
data elements from “Other” to a more specific bucket? Should the volume of transactions
that can be reported using these “Other” values be capped in order to maintain the precision
of the classification system? If so, what would an appropriate cap be?
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4. Question 12:

What are the pros and cons that you see in each considered level of granularity (one with an
identifier for the underlier, one without an identifier for the underlier)?
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