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Introduction 
 

This discussion paper commissioned by Salerio has been produced to investigate the pros and cons of bilateral 
matching within financial institutions (FIs) against central matching by organisations supplying third party services. 

The discussion paper will begin with a brief history of bargain matching in the UK followed by an analysis of present 
day matching, noting the strengths and weaknesses in today’s environment. It will examine the reasons how the 
present day matching operation has evolved and establish the reasons why financial institutions (FI) should be 
looking to develop their own internal matching to potentially downgrade the reliance on third party matching 
suppliers or possibly replace them and the benefits this will bring. 

The paper will also flag likely regulatory modifications and other industry initiatives, which will challenge FIs to 
create an internal operational capability to support market developments and prepare for future industry changes.    

It will also question the increased transaction costs and the volatile volumes that are currently at a decade low. The 
paper will focus on high volume Asset Managers, Hedge funds and Brokers but will also note impacts on tier two and 
three financial institutions and other organisations servicing the market. 

The matching of transactions has mainly been a dual operation, with internal matches covering both front and 
middle offices to produce a transaction record that is then matched externally; normally within a central market 
infrastructure organisation like Omgeo and Euroclear. This is essentially a doubling up of costs, but is only part of the 
overall transaction cost chain. 

History of matching 
 

The history of transaction matching goes back to the beginnings of a central market, but let’s start in the seventies 
and then catalogue milestones along the way to arrive at today’s market position.  

In the seventies bargain matching as it was called then, was a manual affair with brokers checking the details of a 
previous day’s trade with a jobber who acted similar to market makers today. The manual matching was conducted 
at a place called Blossoms Inn, just off of Gresham Street in London. Unmatched trades were reported back to the 
Stock Exchange floor for resolution by the Brokers and Jobbers to the bargain. Of course there were many disputes 
that sometimes went beyond settlement day. Although the market was operating on a two week settlement period, 
with one would think, plenty of time to find a mismatched bargain, high numbers of matching failures went virtually 
undetected. The net result was very expensive repairs to all concerned. 

This was clearly an unsatisfactory operation and in the mid-seventies it became electronic with the introduction of 
‘Talisman’ the settlement system run by the London Stock Exchange. This greatly improved the matching capability 
between Brokers and Jobbers, but failed when errors were made at the Investors end. As Talisman was only a 
system between Brokers and Jobbers and the vitally important Investors and Custodians were not party to central 
matching. This clearly led to settlement problems where the Custodian was the conduit trying to resolve transaction 
errors between their Broker and investing clients. This was the case industry-wide and made the Custodian’s 
business difficult and on occasions impossible to manage.  
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Take control of  
your own destiny   

The result was settlement fails increased dramatically and from 1984 through to 1987 there was a settlement crisis, 
with many failures of Brokers and Investors, as the settlement backlog created illiquidity within the market and by 
the time the market crash of 1987 arrived, the whole market was sitting on a powder keg of paper losses that soon 
became real.  

This directly led to the creation of the ‘Group of Thirty’ to specify market changes to improve post-trade operations 
and two of those recommendations were to reduce the settlement cycle and match bargains on trade date. 

This then led to Fidelity and a few Market Makers who created the ‘Industry User Group’ (IUG) to specify a market 
system that would include professional investors into the central market match. This was called ‘Electronic Trade 
Confirmation’ and ‘ETC’ was born. The selection project to find suitable providers of matching systems was industry 
led and included firms on both buy and sell-side. The eventual selection was four matching system vendors, although 
only three actually produced a system that attracted any business; The London Stock Exchange, ICMA and Thomson 
(later in a joint venture with the DTCC to become Omgeo). 

Overtime, Omgeo became the most successful. Today they are the biggest provider of post-trade matching 
functionality and have also evolved many other different types of operational support for post-trade operations. 

Another very important development that had a profound impact was the opening up of SWIFT to the securities 
market in the late eighties, when modern technology was in its infancy. SWIFT’s original mandate was to handle 
payments. Today, SWIFT is heavily involved in post-trade, offering network support for a comprehensive range of 
treasury and securities operations, including matching. 

Matching today 
 

As one can see, the history of post-trade matching is one of evolution, not planned industry architecture or 
development. This explains why today the industry relies on a series of matching silos based around financial 
products or markets. For this reason matching is complicated, expensive and subject to an increased risk of failures. 
Firms are forced to connect to multiple matching silos, including those at: Omgeo, Euroclear/CREST, Clearstream and 
SWIFT, although some firms will have developed an in-house matching system that attempts to pre-match or 
integrate the matched transaction between external silos.  

The securities market has done what it always does, reacted to market and 
technology change or enforced regulatory change. Over decades post-trade 
operations have become very disparate and outside of the Financial Services firm’s 
control, as third party suppliers dictate development and commercials.  

On the one hand, there is matching on Omgeo OASYS Global, running alongside Omgeo Central Trade Manager 
(CTM), which was developed as its replacement. On the other hand, there is SWIFT, which is heavily used by Banks 
and large transaction volume houses, but with far less use coming from the buy-side of the industry. However, 
SWIFT has been introducing new initiatives to appeal to a broader market. Both Omgeo and SWIFT were developed 
in different times, to do different things, for different firms, in different markets. Today both are more aligned, but 
the market is still disparate and forced to use both. This is an illogical convoluted solution to a relatively simple 
market requirement.  
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Within a Broker’s and Custodian’s operations the systems have to be flexible and able to match through Omgeo, 
SWIFT, or bespoke, to include email and even fax on occasions.  

Some matching might even be with bespoke developed electronic systems, thus the chance of errors in matching are 
still with the market today, the importance of which should not be underestimated. However, although settlement 
today has improved significantly will this still be the case when T+2 is introduced?  

Omgeo 
 

Omgeo is the result of a merger between Thomson [now one division of Thomson Reuters - Thomson Electronic 
Settlements Group (ESG)], one of the original ETC suppliers and the DTCC. Over the years Omgeo has increased its 
technology capability and business way beyond post-trade matching and now covers a range of pre and post-trade 
services. Its international coverage has developed significantly and it is now a true world leader in the post-trade 
services space. 

OASYS Global, its legacy system is still used by a large segment of the market. Indeed the original sales plan included 
Brokers commercially supplementing the Investment community at the expense of the Brokers. This was an 
extremely successful strategy and quickly gathered users on both buy and sell-side of the industry.  

SWIFT 
 

SWIFT have been in the post-trade matching space for some considerable time, but have strong competition from 
Omgeo who have added significant numbers of buy-side firms. In reality there should be no competition in the 
matching space as it is essentially a utility operation. However, Omgeo’s success in getting to market first has 
captured the lion’s share of buy-side firms internationally and has been a barrier to SWIFT gaining buy-side 
customers.  

Originally, the cost of SWIFT connectivity and the investment in systems has hindered buy-side use of the SWIFT 
network and matching functionality. That is until SWIFT developed SWIFT Alliance Lite, which is aimed at low volume 
users and provides low cost entry into the network, which has begun to attract some buy-side firms. In addition 
SWIFT has also increased its range of post-trade services to include for example, a collateral management solution 
and clearing interfaces.  

It is recognised that there is still a challenge with some elements of the SWIFT design, namely the store and forward 
aspect of the operation – viewed by some as a more secure approach – by others as a closed standard and more 
difficult to integrate.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

SWIFT has moved towards XML and more flexibility with its message construction and has tackled some of the 
implementation costs, which were unattractive to the buy-side in the past, but with risk and cost reductions as the 
benefits of integrating treasury operations with transaction settlement becoming a real prospect. It may be that the 
future will see more and more buy-side firms entering the network attracted by new pricing models and additional 
services.  
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For High Volume Traders 
bi-lateral matching 
provides early ROI. 

SWIFT has clearly recognised the need to increase buy-side use of its network and has tried to provide a cheaper 
connectivity solution with SWIFT Alliance Lite. The commercial concerns have also been tackled with a competitive 
usage fee based on message volume in keeping with SWIFTs usual model.  

Transaction volumes 
 

Most people will accept that over decades, transaction volumes have increased dramatically. In the settlement crisis 
of 1984/7 the market as a whole was struggling and failing to settle, at a peak of 125k bargains a day, when 
compared to today that was amazingly small, when a single global Investment Bank is trading at in excess of 200k 
transactions a day. 

As such the market should be lauded for being able to maintain and improve on their settlement performance, 
although it can also be said that there should be an almost zero tolerance of settlement failures and end of day 
unmatched transactions. 

In today’s economic environment volumes are volatile and in recent times have shown a dip. This is the first time for 
a decade where volumes have either stagnated or fallen. For businesses that rely on a high volume of transactions to 
make their profits, this is a particularly difficult time. 

The solutions open to high transaction volume buy-side firms are limited. The obvious recourse would be widen the 
spread and increase profit margins. But this would be a very unattractive response for investors and politically 
extremely damaging. It’s also unlikely to work over a sustained period of time, as undercutting would be a normal 
response by competitors. 

Secondly, they could increase throughput by entering new markets or new financial products. All this has an 
associated cost, which could be substantial, but if successful could provide sustainable long term growth.   

A third way is to try and reduce overheads. The matching aspect of the transaction is a clear target. As discussed 
previously there is plenty of transaction matching being paid for. Use of an internal matching system will enable FI’s 
to rationalise external matching rather than being confined by external matching suppliers, where they have little or 
no flexibility to change agents. 

Outsourcing has also become attractive again and many firms have begun investigations in this area. 

Market complexity 
 

The modern market now includes a myriad of different types of financial 
services firms and an almost limitless array of complex financial products and 
investment strategies.  Far more in fact than the antiquated market 
infrastructures can cope with. 

OTC products are soon to be centrally cleared and although this has 
counterparty risk benefits it also has created operational risks for the market that existing post-trade operations will 
find it difficult to cope with. 
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Transaction costs 
are increasing. 

Buy-side firms in particular are vulnerable to increased market complexity. The introduction of MiFID in 2007 created 
fragmentation in the market with many new electronic trading venues offering competition on pricing but more 
complexity in post-trade operations. 

A Stock Exchange operating as a central market with a direct post-trade offering of clearing and settlement arguably 
provides the investor with the best and most effective operational service.  

However, the argument for competition to lower prices in the front office has in fact increased prices in the middle 
and back office as the need for multiple clearing and settlement interfaces has increased the management of 
operations and the costs of maintaining multiple relationships.  

Further complexity has arisen with the fragmentation of collateral and the requirement to continually reconcile, as 
assets are almost in on-going movement. 

Reconciliation 
 

To reconcile effectively in today’s complex markets there is an obvious requirement to have all the pertinent 
information to hand. This includes the core information of transaction information. 

Unmatched transactions usually means unreconciled positions and that normally correlates as increased operational 
risk, as the fail percentage increases and the costs begin to escalate. 

There is a base need for all financial services firms to reconcile all transactions and asset positions daily. Without the 
security of transaction matching, during the day and at the end and start of the day, the settlement process in all 
firms has to be one of risk and potential cost. 

Market challenges  
 

It’s highly likely that the market is only at the beginning of another period of change that will further test all financial 
services firms, their systems and technology. 

The market prefers evolutionary change but with politicians and regulators under 
intense pressure to create more  stable and efficient markets, the pace of change is 
going to be greater and more hectic. It has been regulatory change that has driven 
market developments over the last 25 years, but although increased regulatory 
demands are not going to dissipate in the future, there are many other challenges that 
financial services firms will also have to confront.  

It is impossible to know what the market changes will be and what the post-trade arena will look like in five years’ 
time, but it is likely to include: 

• Shortening the settlement  cycle 
• T2S 
• Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs) 
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• Clearing House consolidation 
• Custodians becoming CCPs 
• SWIFT becoming more of a functionality provider 
• Outsourcing 
• Stock Exchanges offering vertical clearing and settlement models 
• On-going regulatory changes 

All this means that FIs have to be more flexible in their technology and business models to evolve towards a 
changing regulatory environment and an increased focus on managing investor assets, whilst reducing risks and 
costs. A tall order, but not impossible to achieve! 

Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs) 
 

In the USA, the development of LEIs has been fast and LEIs are now on the way into the global markets. The Financial 
Stability Board (FSB) has undertaken an industry wide global project to introduce LEIs as fast as possible. This will 
have profound impacts on all types of FIs, however large or small and in whatever financial products they deal in. 
LEIs will impact regulatory reporting and financial crime prevention and detection, and will create an exciting new 
acceleration for industry wide straight through processing (STP).  

LEIs will also be a new mandatory and vitally important matching field to replace any existing bespoke design. The 
long term benefits to FIs and the securities markets will be huge, but there remains a long road to go down, to gain 
the breadth and depth of market use to attain the full benefit. Nonetheless all FIs must begin as soon as possible to 
prepare for the introduction of the new LEI standard in preparation of regulatory enforcement. This certainly will 
include the capability to match transactions bilaterally. 

T+2 
 

Shortening settlement timeframes is not new. It goes way back to the late eighties ‘Group of Thirty’ 
recommendations. It’s just that the various markets around the world have declared at their own preferred 
timescale. In the USA it is T+2 (now investigating a move to T+1), in other Countries T+1 and even trade date in rare 
places, although T+3 is the international norm.  

In the UK and Europe the regulations are being prepared to move towards T+2, possibly as early as 2013, but it could 
be later. Whatever the official moves to whatever timescale all FIs should be focusing on T+0 as a benchmark. The 
concept being, if you aim for the stars you may hit the moon. 

Is trade date settlement possible? 
 

For decades, for single cases it has been possible to deal in the morning and settle in the afternoon. This is most 
noticeable in the case of a dawn raid or a hostile takeover. The point is, existing systems can cope in one off 
situations.  
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However, realistically to operate this as an industry standard would entail considerable expense and the risk of a 
massive increase in settlement fails market-wide. The prime requirement to settle on trade date is to get an agreed 
match of all the pertinent trade details and provide the settlement information to all relevant parties in the deal. The 
settlement chain could look like this:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All entities need to be informed as if a transaction detail is unmatched, all could fail. The cost of failure is near 
exponential in market terms. Thus the need for real-time matching and continuous reconciliation has never been 
greater. 

There has to be a faster process to provide exact settlement information to each of those involved in the transaction 
settlement chain. The transaction will only be able to settle in a shortened timescale if all those in the chain are able 
to work from immediate and accurate data and are operating to optimum efficiency, as a chain is only as strong as 
the weakest link. So trade date settlement on an industry-wide standard looks way beyond the current market 
infrastructure and operationally within buy and sell-side firms and agent banks working on their behalf. 

Outsourcing 
 

There is a definite trend growing for financial services firms to outsource operations. For the first time for a decade 
outsourcing is back on the agenda for tier two and three firms. The tier ones firms are more likely to be the 
outsourcer and this is especially the case with Custodians. 

Custodians are heavyweight data banks with systems able to cope with high transaction volumes and have 
established connectivity to markets and market structure firms. Already we see the large scale global Investment 
Banks entering the outsource market via “the Cloud”, despite reservations by some, on the security aspects of 
outsourcing via the Cloud. But any security issues will be resolved, as this is such a major business opportunity for 
Custodians and Investment Banks. However, this also heightens the need for greater technological capability and 
flexibility for internal matching. 

It will be difficult and expensive for Custodians to provide outsourcing if they have to retain and maintain huge 
complex systems architecture and multiple market infrastructure relationships. In fact they need to consolidate 
them if possible. 
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Central matching makes sense on 
paper but not in the real world. 

On the buy-side whether firms are Hedge Funds or a traditional Investment business they will need to invest in 
building new relationships with outsourcing suppliers. 

Firms with low transaction volumes should investigate alternatives to their existing suppliers and find cheaper 
methods of post-trade management. The good news is that their business will be heavily sought after by large 
players and attractive commercial opportunities should abound.    

Central matching 
 

Ever since Talisman in the seventies the market has worked best under a central matching structure. However, the 
central matching structure fails to support the market when there are a multitude of different entities involved that 
are all needed to settle transactions but are not centrally involved.  

The current market is exactly like this; a mixture of central matching hubs that are not interconnected, but all equally 
important in serving their customers. Omgeo operates as a hub, but alongside Euroclear, Clearstream and all the 
other CCPs and CSDs. Custodians are also hubs of matching and depending on the financial product, there are many 
others. 

Central matching only works in the market if all entities that are necessary to the success of settlement are either 
taking part or able to access each hub bilaterally. This simply does not happen today.  

Corporates, who as hubs, supply matching and confirmation services, do not open up to competitors supplying the 
same or similar services.  This was recognised as an industry problem when the original design of ETC was created by 
the IUG. The IUG solution was to make the selection criteria to include an electronic connection between each 
matching hub. This was known as ‘Inter-Vendor Links’ (IVLs). 

After many years of development, IVLs were eventually brought to the market but did not work. They did not work 
from a technology viewpoint, being considered far too complex and from a commercial aspect; competition between 
hubs almost destroyed the prospects of ETC. 

It is understandable that within a market, a central supply of 
virtually anything will be seen as more efficient and cost effective. 
The reduced cost of scale, and ability to offset expenses to lower 
the overall cost to the FI and the industry, is a correct concept. The 
problem is it does not work in practice. 

Incumbent central hubs are difficult if not impossible to replace. 
There is little motivation to change by the industry as whole and virtually no overall will to force matching hubs into 
a single entity,  even by the introduction of standards. The interoperability issues between CCPs have created similar 
difficulties. What makes great sense on paper does not always translate into great ideas in the real business world. 
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Potential for SWIFT  
to play a role. 

Bilateral matching 
 

The way that markets have evolved over the last decade and the continued 
evolution to come in the next decade puts the onus on FIs to develop their own 
internal matching solution. This system would need far greater flexibility than 
today and should be built with a capacity to support evolving industry standards.   

With so many buy-side firms and Brokers utilising an array of central matching silos and with different financial 
products and markets, all having their own matching requirements, FIs have a huge challenge in maintaining all of 
these connections. The costs and risks of doing so are unattractive, as is the prohibitive structure to grow the 
business into new products and markets. This is not a great platform on which to build a business, if each new 
product and market requires major system development or procurement. 

The answer is for FIs to build or buy in their own matching capability that is able to translate and transform any 
message into the necessary matching requirements. In this way the transaction matching fields could encompass the 
implementation of LEIs, as well as enhanced regulatory reporting. Then new products and market growth should be 
simply added to the internal matching system. The market settlement structure will always have a matched 
transaction as the starting point but if the FI has already matched the transaction it should be a case of once 
matched always matched. 

Bilateral matching would also arm the FI with better commercial bargaining power, enabling it to switch third party 
matching suppliers or at least consolidate them.   

Transaction costs increasing 
 

Despite the hoped for reduction in transaction costs created through increased service and supplier competition 
there is little actual evidence that any cost reduction that may have materialised has been passed back to the 
Investor. 

This has probably much to do with the current economic climate, but historically, Financial Institutions and especially 
Banks have tended to retain any cost savings. For this reason cost savings based on increased competition is very 
unlikely to be successful industry-wide. New entrants will try and buy market share as in the past, but again this has 
rarely been sustainable long-term. 

The increased amount of regulation is an industry-wide burden that has never been cheap. In fact there has never 
been a return on investment (ROI) for any regulatory inspired change, unless you’re a supplier. 

Clearing costs are also likely to increase in the short to medium term as OTC is added into CCPs operations and the 
consequences could be costly on an industry-wide basis. It’s possible that a consolidation of CCPs could initially bring 
down transaction costs, at least in part, on a banded basis but it’s hard to see this sustained long-term. 

CSDs are also in a tough position to reduce costs and many of them have significant overheads to cover. Any medium 
to long term reduction in transaction volume will not assist the reduction of transaction costs. More than likely the 
best that can be hoped for is to flat line. 
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The old model will 
not work. 

Central matching suppliers will also find it hard to reduce costs and in fact the probability is that they may even 
increase over the next few years. 

The inability to reduce costs from an industry basis makes profit margins vulnerable if 
costs are banded by transaction volume. Any reduction in volume will increase the 
margin within market infrastructure firms and in turn FIs. All firms need to re-examine 
their operational cost base and question if their existing operations are flexible enough 
to maintain profit margins within declining transaction volumes or volatile trading 
conditions. The old model will not work in the future as market structures and 
regulations change and this is where choice and competition come to the fore and 
need to be examined. 

Omgeo 
 

Omgeo has a particular problem with costs having to run two systems in parallel. OASYS Global was the original 
matching product that was initiated into the market by Brokers subsidising the cost of the Investing side. This 
original sales strategy was aggressive and enormously successful but fuelled problems for today, as changing the 
pricing model to a more equal split between Brokers and their investing clients is clearly an issue. 

Omgeo developed the Omgeo Central Trade Manager (CTM) as the replacement for OASYS Global but without, it 
appears any strategic plan for decommissioning OASYS Global. Hence for years it has operated two systems in the 
same operational space. 

It is clearly not in Omgeo’s best interest, to have double the cost by operating two systems. So they have tried to 
commercially disadvantage OASYS Global by offering cheaper pricing on CTM. This does not appear to have been as 
successful as they might have hoped and there are still a significant numbers of investors and therefore Brokers 
entrenched in OASYS Global. For OASYS Global users it’s a case of being happy with the OASYS Global product and an 
unwillingness to suffer the costs of moving to CTM. 

The result has been that Omgeo has finally, unilaterally decided to decommission OASYS Global forcing users onto 
CTM. According to market sources this has been less than well received by users of OASYS Global. 

Reducing overheads 
 

FIs have to find new ways of reducing their overheads and cannot only rely on market structure firms to either 
reduce their costs or even retain them, in a harsh economic environment. The responsibility is squarely on the 
shoulders of the FIs to come up with new imaginative efficient post-trade operations and be bold and invest wisely in 
new systems and architectures. 

New systems should be viewed as not only a way to potentially reduce costs but also to increase throughput and 
provide opportunities to extend business. 
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For some firms this will entail more outsourcing, for others investment in 
new systems. The most attractive choice to gain an overall transaction cost 
reduction will depend on the firm and the types of business they do. FIs 
have never been in a more vulnerable position as market costs are more 
likely to increase in the short term than fall. Each financial services firm has 
a responsibility to relook at their operational support model and ask if it is 
sustainable for current and future requirements.  

Conclusion 
 

All FIs are exposed to fluctuating volumes and turbulent economic environments. Today firms are struggling to retain 
if not grow volume. FIs that have a business model that is based on volume will suffer in low volume periods, whilst 
potentially gaining if they can accommodate increased volume without increased overhead charges. The problem is 
that most firms are in a no win situation and at the beck and call of their supplier. So FIs must evaluate their existing 
transaction cost structures and question if it would be better to establish a new system, supporting architecture that 
gives them more control over their costs.  

FIs are also overexposed to the cost of regulatory change, technology advancement or new market requirements. 
However, most of these factors are beyond their scope of influence. What they can influence and exert some control 
over is relationships with third party suppliers of systems and services. This is certainly the case with transaction 
matching. By introducing new matching technology FIs could increase the throughput of their business and scope of 
financial products and markets. They could also rationalise their existing matching relationships and create a 
harmonious matching environment not only for STP but also for regulatory reporting. Such an investment could 
utilise LEIs to produce further benefits for anti-fraud and money laundering prevention and detection. 

The markets have had a major problem for decades with a limited choice of organisations supplying transaction 
matching systems and services. This anti-competitive situation is very surprising considering the potential of SWIFT 
and the development of new technologies that can transform and translate data into almost limitless standards. FIs 
investing in bilateral matching would naturally increase the industry capability towards real-time matching.  

Interoperability between matching suppliers would provide an industry solution and much needed choice and 
competition to drive prices down and services up. However, it’s unlikely that such competition will arrive in the short 
to medium term or even ever. The answer is for FIs to create a bilateral matching capability within their own offices. 
Such a development would have a cost overhead but the return on investment (ROI) would be extremely fast, 
especially for high volume players. This solution if adopted by the market at large will significantly reduce risks and 
costs. However, commercial suppliers of matching solutions would potentially be a casualty and would have to 
concentrate on providing value added services. 

Low volume players would still gain a decent ROI, although over a longer period of time. Both large and small players 
would also future proof their operational environment with such an investment. This would be most significant for 
FIs dealing in multi-financial products and in the international markets. 

A development of this kind would not have to take on any major risk to change as the internal matching solution 
could work alongside existing third party matching suppliers, until such time that this connection could be 
decommissioned. 

New matching solutions 
are needed to reduce costs. 
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Centralisation is not 
the answer 

For the first time, the power would sit with the FIs and provide them with an escape route, from suppliers who use 
their transaction matching services as a hold over financial services firms. The cost reduction of transaction matching 
and the increased throughput and extension of business possibilities, appear to make a compelling argument for all 
FIs to invest in an internal matching solution to prepare for the forthcoming changes that are likely to have profound 
impacts on the markets, as well as the likelihood of rising costs.    

Financial services firms must take control of their own destiny and fast, as market 
changes will pressurise systems to a far greater degree than in the past and 
people will be unable to fill gaps in processing. Centralisation has some benefits 
but it’s not realistic to believe it would cover the market and therefore it is not 
the answer.  

This is a very important time for FIs to plan their future supporting operations. The good news is that there is 
technology available now to achieve their objectives but is there the knowledge to be able assess the solution and 
win the prize? 
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and during an impressive career in the City has held senior positions in some of the world’s top 
financial institutions. He has also been employed within a number of leading suppliers giving him 
a unique position to appreciate the problems of procurement from both sides. He is the creator 
of the unique B.I.S.S. Accreditation, which independently benchmarks international systems and 
services from the buyer’s perspective.  

 
During his career he has been involved in many industry committees covering the many initiatives that have shaped 
today’s securities markets; including setting the CISI Operations Management exam papers, guest lecturer at 
Reading University and at the ICMA. He is an active committee member of both the Operations Forum and IT Forum 
Committees of the Chartered Institute for Securities & Investment.  
 
An accomplished speaker and commentator on the many changes in the global financial services market place, he is 
regularly contacted by the media and financial services organisations for his forthright opinions and independent 
analysis. His blogs, articles, white papers and reports are published world-wide both on the web, in the press and 
trade journals. He has run a number of industry workshops, training/advise sessions and roundtables and chaired 
and spoken at many conferences globally on topics related to Financial Services. 

 
About B.I.S.S. Research 
 

B.I.S.S. Research is an independent, privately owned research company providing analysis of technology and services 
of suppliers in the global financial services industry. It applies its unique benchmarking methodology to prove the 
real functionality and service capabilities of suppliers to the financial services industry and the B.I.S.S. Accreditation 
is awarded only if the product reaches or exceeds the required standard. B.I.S.S. Research has recently signed joint 
venture agreements with a number of specialist subject matter experts to provide the B.I.S.S. benchmarking services 
to assist Financial Institutions in regulatory compliance and operational efficiency. 
 
B.I.S.S. Research analysts are from a business to IT background, with extensive experience at a variety of top global 
financial services firms, technology vendors, and research houses or consultancies. This enables them to produce 
unique and valuable assessments of technology and services and their value to the supplier and the market place.  

B.I.S.S. Research publishes articles, blogs, white papers and reports on various industry issues. Its clients include 
global financial institutions, vendors, and consulting firms. 

In 2011 B.I.S.S. Research along with its media partner Finextra founded the Post-Trade Forum to encourage a sharing 
of knowledge and across industry debate and on various market issues. These debates have covered topics such as 
T2S and T+2, Operational Risk Clearing Houses and CCP Consolidation, Corporate Actions Risk, MTFs v Stock 
Exchanges etc.  

For further information visit: www.bissresearch.com  or email info@bissresearch.com   or Tel: +44 207 549 3564

http://www.bissresearch.com/
mailto:info@bissresearch.com
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About Salerio 
 

The following information has been supplied by the vendor 

Salerio is a comprehensive post-trade management system designed to automate the post-trade management 
process and offer a robust approach to confirmations, settlement and tracking.  This automated approach enables 
firms to reduce risks, lower operating costs and meet ever-evolving regulatory requirements.  

In the arena of matching, Salerio is platform agnostic; in addition to supporting central trade matching, Salerio 
enables local matching at both the block and allocation level aligned to SWIFT’s Global Electronic Trading & 
Confirmations (GETC) initiative.  By providing choice firms can reduce risks and lower trade transaction costs – all 
supported within the same workflow.  

Used by leading investment managers, hedge funds and third party administrators, Salerio is one of a range of 
software systems from COR-FS, offering more than 20 years of specialist expertise.  

For further information about how Salerio could help automate your post-trade management processes, please 
email: info@salerio.com or visit our website: www.salerio.com 

mailto:info@salerio.com
http://www.salerio.com/
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