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Introduction


On 23 December 2014, Deutsche Börse AG (DBAG)
announced its compliance with the International
Organization of Securities Commission’s (IOSCO)
Principles for Financial Benchmarks for DBAG-
branded indices. 


The objective of the IOSCO Principles for Financial
Benchmarks (“IOSCO Principles”) is to create an over-
arching regulatory framework for Benchmarks used 
in global financial markets. The internationally valid
guidelines focus on the methodology, transparency and
overall quality of benchmarks as well as the overall
governance arrangements and accountability for index
providers and other relevant bodies.


This claim of compliance includes all indices provided
under the DAX brand (e.g. DAX, DAXglobal, 
VDAX, SDAX etc.) as well as eb.rexx, EUROGOV, GEX
and ÖkoDAX.


DBAG also claims compliance with the ESMA-EBA
Principles for Benchmark-Setting Processes in the EU
issued by the European Securities and Markets
Authority and European Banking Authority (ESMA
2013/659, or “ESMA-EBA Principles”). The ESMA-
EBA Principles aim to mitigate governance and
incentive issues pertaining to Benchmarks provided
by private sector Benchmark Administrators such
as DBAG.


DBAG ensures the administration of the DBAG-branded
indices in compliance with the recommendations and
in line with the principle of proportionality set forth
in the IOSCO principles and ESMA-EBA principles.


DBAG has engaged PwC to conduct an independent
audit of DBAG’s compliance with IOSCO and ESMA-
EBA Principles as of 31 December 2017.


The presented IOSCO/ESMA-EBA compliance report 
includes DBAG’s responses to individual IOSCO 
Prin-ciples, DBAG’s responses to the ESMA/EBA prin-
ciples and the outcome of PwC’s audit. It is structured
as follows:


�  Section I contains an overview provided by DBAG
of its organisation, company history, business
and description of the key index families related 
to DBAG indices.


�  Section II sets out the independent auditor’s report
issued by PwC.


�  Section III sets out the management’s statement
of compliance with the IOSCO and the ESMA-EBA
Principles.


�  Section IV includes responses by DBAG to individual
IOSCO Principles and the procedures performed 
by PwC.


�  Section V includes response by DBAG to the ESMA/
EBA guidelines and the procedures performed
by PwC.
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1. Section I. Deutsche Börse Organisation 
and Business


1.1. Overview of Business and Operations


1.1.1. Company History


As a diversified exchange organisation, Deutsche Börse
Group’s products and services cover the entire value
chain in the financial services sector. Its business
areas range from the admission of securities to listing,
through trading, clearing, settlement and custody 
services for securities and other financial instruments
along with collateral and liquidity management
as well as index and data services.


The DAX indices administered by Deutsche Börse AG
fall under the department entitled Index Services.


The Executive Board of Deutsche Börse AG 
The Executive Board manages the company at its
own responsibility; the Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
coordinates the activities of the Executive Board
members. As of 1 November 2018, the Executive
Board of Deutsche Börse AG consists of:


Theodor Weimer
Chief Executive Officer
Member of the Executive Board since January 2018


Christoph Böhm
Member of the Executive Board since November 2018


Gregor Pottmeyer
Chief Financial Officer
Member of the Executive Board since October 2009


Thomas Book
Member of the Executive Board since July 2018


Hauke Stars
Member of the Executive Board since December 2012


Stephan Leithner
Member of the Executive Board since July 2018


1.1.2. Business Structure


DAX indices are administered by Deutsche Börse AG,
which is an established and leading global index
provider with its Headquarters in Eschborn, Germany.
DAX indices reflect Deutsche Börse’s core values 
of transparency, reliability and innovation. Since the
introduction of DAX index in 1988, Deutsche Börse
has continuously expanded its index family 
with objectivity and rules-based construction 
as guiding principles.


DAX indices are licensed to the world’s largest issuers
of financial products, capital owners and asset
managers around the world. They are used as under-
lyings for financial products such as exchange-traded
funds (ETFs), futures and options, and structured
products, as well as for risk and performance measure-
ment of investment activities.


STOXX Ltd. (STOXX) is the marketing agent for DAX®


indices and is wholly owned by Deutsche Börse AG.
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1988 July DAX®, the benchmark index for German blue chips, is calculated and published for the first time at the beginning of the month.


1992 Frankfurter Wertpapierbörse AG changed its name to Deutsche Börse AG.


1996 January MDAX® the index for medium-sized companies, is launched on 19 January.


1999 June SDAX® is introduced on 21 June. The index charts the development of companies next in line after those listed on the MDAX,
the so-called small caps.


2001 February Deutsche Börse AG becomes a listed company.


2003 March The TecDAX® index, which tracks the performance of the 30 largest technology shares below the DAX, is launched on 23 March.


2006 April The new DAXglobal® index family for international markets are calculated for the first time.


2013 July DAX celebrates 25 years: Deutsche Börse looks back on the successful 25-year history of its blue-chip index, DAX®. 
The German stock market’s benchmark index has always been reliably independent, objective and neutral – even in turbulent 
times. DAX tracks the performance of the 30 largest and most liquid companies on the German equity market and represents 
around 80 per cent of the market capitalisation of stock corporations listed in Germany. 


2018 May Deutsche Börse decides rule changes for MDAX, SDAX and TecDAX indices becoming effective 24 September 2018.


2018 July DAX celebrates 30 years. 


Today, DAX is one of the most important equity indices worldwide and serves as an underlying for more than 
100,000 financial products. It is also the third-largest underlying for derivatives.


Investors may participate in the overall performance of DAX as well through ETFs. In the first quarter of 2018, 
the assets under management in ETFs on DAX indices stood at EUR 29.2 billion.


Since its launch 30 years ago, the value of DAX has increased more than tenfold. Investors who entered at the highest 
level in 1988 would have seen an average annual return of 7.5 per cent. 


History
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The Management of Deutsche Börse AG’s
Index Services


Stephan Leithner
Stephan Leithner was appointed as Member
of the Executive Board of Deutsche Börse Group
at the beginning of July 2018. He is responsible
for the Group’s post trading business (Clearstream),
together with the data and index businesses.


Stephan Leithner served as a Partner of the leading
alternative investments firm EQT since 2016.
Previously, he acted as a Member of the Management
Board of Deutsche Bank AG from 2012 until 2015,
where he had held a number of leadership positions
in Global Banking since 2000. Further work history
includes McKinsey & Company as well as the Swiss
Institute for Banking and Finance in St. Gallen, 
Switzerland.


He holds a PhD in Finance and a Masters in Business
Administration from University of St. Gallen.


Holger Wohlenberg
Holger Wohlenberg became a Managing Director
of Deutsche Börse in July 2004. He is responsible
for the Group’s data and index businesses. He is chair-
man of STOXX Ltd. and, since 1 September 2018, 
he is heading the Index Services business ad interim.


Holger Wohlenberg joined from Deutsche Bank
where he headed Technology Investment Banking.


He began his career at McKinsey & Company where
he was focused on advising technology, network
and media clients. He was elected Partner in 1997.


Holger Wohlenberg holds a PhD in Business
Administration, with a major in Information and
Communication Economics, from the University 
of Munich.


1.1.3. Description of major families
of DBAG indices


DBAG offers a wide range of indices which can broadly
be assigned to the following groups:


A    Equity Indices:
A.1 Standard equity indices with focus on the German
      market (e.g. DAX, MDAX, SDAX, TecDAX, RX Reit)
A.2 Standard equity indices with focus on inter-
      national markets (e.g. DAXglobal)
A.3 Strategy indices with focus on the German market
A.4 Strategy indices with focus on international markets
A.5 Stand-alone indices


B    Volatility Indices:
B.1 VDAX indices


C    Fixed Income Indices:
C.1 eb.rexx Indices
C.2 EUROGOV Indices
C.3 REX Indices


Ad (A.1) The rules of standard equity indices are 
defined in the “Guide to the Equity indices of Deutsche
Börse AG”. The index family includes selection indices
such as the DAX, MDAX, SDAX and TecDAX as well as
broad market indices representing entire transparency
standards within Deutsche Börse (e.g. Prime All Share
or Scale). All indices are based on securities listed 
on Deutsche Börse in the prime Standard, the General
Standard or the Scale Segment. The Real Estate 
indices of Deutsche Börse AG (RX REIT Indices) 
are covered in a separate index guide “Guide to the
Real Estate Indices of Deutsche Börse AG”.


Ad (A.2) The rules of standard equity indices with
focus on international equity markets are defined
in the “Guide to the DAXglobal Indices of Deutsche
Börse AG”. Indices such as the DAXglobal Asia,
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the DBIX India Index or the DAXglobal BRIC Index
hereby cover securities listed on international stock
exchanges in New York, London, or Hong Kong.


Ad (A.3) The rules of strategy indices with focus
on the German market are defined in the “Guide
to the Strategy Indices of Deutsche Börse AG”.
Indices include strategies with a broad range of targets.
The DAXplus Maximum Dividend index, for example,
aims at selecting /weighting securities in such a way
that the dividend yield of the index is maximised.
DAX Risk Control Indices, to name another example,
rebalance between stocks and the cash market 
in such a way that an ex-ante defined level of volatility
is maintained.


Ad (A.4) The rules of strategy indices with focus
on international markets are defined in the “Guide
to the International Strategy Indices of Deutsche
Börse AG”. The strategies in this family are largely
similar to those strategy indices that have a focus
on the German market.


Ad (A.5) The rules of selected indices that do not fall
into the above categories are covered in separate guide
books. These are: the GEX (German Entrepreneurial
Index) and the ÖkoDAX.


Ad (B.1) The rules for the volatility indices are defined
in the “Guide to the Volatility indices of Deutsche
Börse”. The primary index, the VDAX-NEW, described
in the rulebook aims at depicting the volatility implied
in the DAX index. This is achieved through notional
investments in a basket of options based on the 
DAX index.


Ad (C.1) The rules to the eb.rexx Indices are defined
in the “Guide to the eb.rexx Index Family”. This 
family of indices reflects the market of fixed-income
securities denominated in Euro. Indices currently
available include the eb.rexx Government Germany,
the eb.rexx Money Market and the eb.rexx Jumbo
Pfandbriefe indices.


Ad (C.2) The rules to the EUROGOV Indices
are defined in the “Guide to the Deutsche Börse
EUROGOV® Indices”. The EUROGOV index family
reflects the market for fixed income bonds denom-
inated in Euros, through the use of market data 
from Tradeweb.


Ad (C.3) The rules to the REX Indices are defined
in the “Guide to the REX Indices”. The REX® index
is calculated using government bonds which 
are traded on the German bond market, comprising
all Federal government bonds (‘Bundesanleihen’),
Federal debt obligations (‘Bundesobligationen’), 
and Treasury notes (‘Bundesschatzanweisungen’)
with a fixed coupon and remaining term between 
six months and 10.5 years, issued by the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the German Unity Fund as well
as the former Treuhandanstalt privatisation agency.
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2. Section II. Independent Auditor’s Report


Section II. Independent Auditor’s Report
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As Directors of Deutsche Börse AG (“DBAG”), 
we are responsible for ensuring that DBAG complies
with the Principles for Financial Benchmarks published
by the International Organisation of Securities Com-
missions (IOSCO) in July, 2013 (“IOSCO Principles”)
and with the Principles for Benchmark-Setting 
Processes in the EU issued by the European Securities
and Markets Authority (ESMA) and European Banking
Authority (EBA) (ESMA 2013/659 or “ESMA-EBA
Principles”). This includes responsibility for designing,
implementing and monitoring compliance with policies
and procedures that achieve compliance with 
the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles. We are also 
responsible for preparing a statement of compliance
with the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles, including
our responses to the individual IOSCO and ESMA-
EBA Principles, which is free of misstatement, whether
due to fraud or error. It also includes selecting 
the criteria against which to measure the fair assertion
of the statement of compliance.


We confirm that DBAG has designed and implemented
specific activities to comply with the IOSCO and
ESMA-EBA Principles for all DBAG-branded indices
since 23 December 2014.


We have evaluated the effectiveness of DBAG’s 
governance and processes regarding the International
Standard on Assurance Engagements 3000 “Assurance
Engagements other than Audits or Reviews of Historical
Information” (ISAE 3000) and the IOSCO and ESMA-
EBA Principles.


We have prepared the accompanying description
in Section IV to set out the details of DBAG’s com-
pliance with the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles,


together with the related activities in operation as of
31 December 2017. Furthermore, if implementation
of compliance with the IOSCO or ESMA-EBA Principles
in any way deviates from the recommendations 
of the IOSCO or ESMA-EBA Principles, we have ex-
plained why we believe DBAG meets the objectives
and functions of the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles,
including the extent to which DBAG relies on 
the principle of proportionality set forth in the IOSCO 
and ESMA-EBA Principles.


We confirm that to the best of our knowledge and 
belief the accompanying description in Sections IV
and V are fairly stated in that it presents the activities
undertaken by DBAG to achieve compliance with 
the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles. The criteria 
we used in making this assertion were that the accom-
panying description:


a) Presents how DBAG’s policies and processes 
with respect to its compliance with the IOSCO
and ESMA-EBA Principles were designed and
implemented as of 31 December 2017.


b) Does not omit or distort information relevant
to the scope of DBAG’s policies and processes
being described as of 31 December 2017, while
acknowledging that the description is prepared 
to meet the common needs of a broad range 
of users and may not therefore include every aspect
of DBAG’s policies and processes that individual
users may consider important in their own partic-
ular environment and circumstances.


3. Section III. Management’s Statement 
of Compliance


Section III. Management’s Statement of Compliance


Holger Wohlenberg
Managing Director


Frankfurt am Main, 12 October 2018 


Hartmut Graf
Director
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The information presented in Sections IV and V below
sets out the response of DBAG in terms of how 
it meets the objectives and functions of the IOSCO
Principles for Financial Benchmarks and with 
the ESMA-EBA Principles for Benchmark-Setting
Processes in the EU. The accompanying “Procedures
performed by PwC” summarises the work performed
by PwC to validate that the relevant processes and
procedures described in DBAG’s response are fairly
stated. This section supports PwC’s assurance report
and DBAG’s management statement as documented
in Sections II and III of the report.


As part of the examination of DBAG’s responses,
PwC has performed a variety of tests. PwC’s procedures
included assessing the risks that the IOSCO and
ESMA-EBA Compliance Statement of DBAG is not
fairly presented and that the described activities 
were not suitably designed and implemented, including
the responses to the individual IOSCO and ESMA-
EBA Principles, set out in Sections IV and V, is fairly
stated, in all material respects and that DBAG’s 
policies and processes with respect to its compliance
with the IOSCO and ESMA-EBA Principles were 
designed and implemented as of 31 December 2017.


PwC tests included the following procedures, 
to the extent considered necessary:


�  Review of DBAG’s organisational structure 
(including segregation of functional responsibilities,
policy statements, procedures manuals and 
personnel policies);


�  Discussions and enquiry with management and
other personnel of DBAG;


�  Review of Rulebooks;


�  Review of contracts with relevant third-party 
providers;


�  Observation of DBAG’s personnel in the performance
of their assigned procedures;


�  Walk-through of selected processes and controls;
and


�  Inspection of the evidence of the performed 
activities and controls.


4. Section IV. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance 
with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Bench-
marks: Individual Principles and Responses
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4.1. Principle 1: Overall Responsibility 
of the Administrator


IOSCO Principle 1


The Administrator should retain primary responsibility
for all aspects of the Benchmark determination process.
For example, this includes:


a) Development: The definition of the Benchmark
and Benchmark Methodology; 


b) Determination and dissemination: Accurate and
timely compilation and publication and distribution
of the Benchmark;


c) Operation: Ensuring appropriate transparency over
significant decisions affecting the compilation 
of the Benchmark and any related determination
process, including contingency measures in the
event of absence of or insufficient inputs, market
stress or disruption, failure of critical infrastructure,
or other relevant factors; and 


d) Governance: Establishing credible and trans-
parent governance, oversight and accountability
procedures for the Benchmark determination 
process, including an identifiable oversight function
accountable for the development, issuance and
operation of the Benchmark. 


DBAG’s Response


DBAG assumes ultimate responsibility for all stages
of index administration for all DBAG Indices, including: 


�  Definition, maintenance and communication 
of the index Methodologies and any changes 
in Methodologies.


�  Compilation, publication and distribution of indices.


�  Ensuring appropriate transparency over discretionary
decisions affecting the compilation of indices and
the related determination process.


�  Establishing appropriate governance, oversight 
and accountability procedures for the index 
determination process.


�  Handling of complaints in relation to the indices.


DBAG has outsourced defined tasks of the Benchmark
determination process, essentially the development
and maintenance of its indices, to STOXX. STOXX
has declared compliance with the IOSCO Principles
for Financial Benchmarks and ESMA-EBA Principles
for Benchmark-Setting Processes in the EU for the
period 1.1.2017 to 31.12.2017. In all instances
where tasks are outsourced, it is reflected in DBAG’s
response to the respective principle. 


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Determination and Dissemi-
nation” to validate that responsibility and accountability
for the relevant benchmark determination aspects
with respect to the DBAG Indices are allocated to the
appropriate departments of STOXX.


Reviewed the operational procedures documents 
of STOXX, such as the Operational Handbook, and
verified that the index determination tasks specified 
in STOXX’s Policy “Determination and Dissemination”
with respect to the DBAG Indices were appropriately
reflected in those documents. Inspected evidence that
the index governance structure of STOXX and DBAG
had been placed in operation and that the escalation
process according to Policy “Determination and Dis-
semination” had been complied with (the respective
testing procedures are described under Principle 5).


No exceptions noted.


Our procedures regarding index determination process
are described under Principle 9.


Our procedures regarding handling of complaints 
are described under Principle 16.
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4.2. Principle 2: Oversight of Third Parties 


IOSCO Principle 2


Where activities relating to the Benchmark determi-
nation process are undertaken by third parties –
for example collection of inputs, publication or where
a third party acts as Calculation Agent – the Admin-
istrator should maintain appropriate oversight of such
third parties. The Administrator (and its oversight
function) should consider adopting policies and 
procedures that:


a) Clearly define and substantiate through appropriate
written arrangements the roles and obligations 
of third parties who participate in the Benchmark
determination process, as well as the standards 
the Administrator expects these third parties 
to comply with;  


b) Monitor third parties’ compliance with the standards
set out by the Administrator; 


c) Make available to Stakeholders and any relevant
Regulatory Authority the identity and roles 
of third parties who participate in the Benchmark
determination process; and 


d) Take reasonable steps, including contingency
plans, to avoid undue operational risk related 
to the participation of third parties in the Bench-
mark determination process. 


This Principle does not apply in relation to a third party
from whom an Administrator sources data if that third
party is a Regulated Market or Exchange.


DBAG’s Response


�  DBAG has outsourced defined tasks of the Bench-
mark determination process, essentially the devel-
opment and maintenance of its indices, to STOXX.
STOXX has declared compliance with the IOSCO


Principles for Financial Benchmarks and ESMA-
EBA Principles for Benchmark-Setting Processes 
in the EU for the period 1/1/2017 to 31/12/2017.


�  DBAG has service level agreements in place 
with STOXX.


�  DBAG monitors the services provided by STOXX 
to ensure its compliance with the agreed 
service levels and standards. In case of STOXX, 
the monitoring is ensured by way of an ISAE 3402
report which is provided by STOXX to DBAG 
on an annual basis.


�  Operational risks of STOXX are mitigated by the fact
that DBAG through its representatives on the Board
of Directors of STOXX oversees the operations 
of STOXX and that STOXX itself has operational risk
management measures and a dedicated business
continuity management (BCM) policy in place.


Procedures performed by PwC


Inspected evidence that the service level agreement
between STOXX and DBAG covers relevant IOSCO
areas including development and maintenance 
of indices and escalation of decisions to the DBAG-IC
where relevant. We noted that for the service level
agreement supplement between STOXX and DBAG
detailing the service catalogue under the IOSCO 
Principles for Financial Benchmarks outsourced
to STOXX, no signed version could be provided to us. 


No further exceptions noted.


Obtained a list of relevant third-party providers 
selected by STOXX on behalf of DBAG and enquired
about their roles. 


Verified that monitoring instruments, including 
their time schedule, were defined by STOXX 
for all third parties. 
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Inspected evidence that the DBAG Index Committee
(“DBAG-IC”) performed the monitoring of the out-
sourcing partner STOXX by means of an ISAE-3402
Controls Report.


Reviewed STOXX’s and DBAG’s Policies on Business
Contingency Management and operational risk 
management measures and validated that these 


adequately addressed the recommendations of IOSCO
Principle 2.


No exceptions noted.


Our procedures regarding the control framework 
are described under Principle 4.


IOSCO Principle 3


To protect the integrity and independence of Bench-
mark determinations, Administrators should document,
implement and enforce policies and procedures for
the identification, disclosure, management, mitigation
or avoidance of conflicts of interest.


Administrators should review and update their policies
and procedures as appropriate. Administrators should
disclose any material conflicts of interest to their
users and any relevant Regulatory Authority, if any.
The framework should be appropriately tailored 
to the level of existing or potential conflicts of interest
identified and the risks that the Benchmark poses
and should seek to ensure:


a) Existing or potential conflicts of interest 
do not inappropriately influence Benchmark 
determinations; 


b) Personal interests and connections or business
connections do not compromise the Administrator’s
performance of its functions; 


c) Segregation of reporting lines within the Admini-
strator, where appropriate, to clearly define 
responsibilities and prevent unnecessary or undis-
closed conflicts of interest or the perception 
of such conflicts; 


d) Adequate supervision and sign-off by authorised
or qualified employees prior to releasing Bench-
mark determinations; 


e) The confidentiality of data, information and other
inputs submitted to, received by or produced 
by the Administrator, subject to the disclosure 
obligations of the Administrator; 


f) Effective procedures to control the exchange 
of information between staff engaged in activities
involving a risk of conflicts of interest or between
staff and third parties, where that information may
reasonably affect any Benchmark determinations;
and 


g) Adequate remuneration policies that ensure all staff
who participate in the Benchmark determination
are not directly or indirectly rewarded or incentivised
by the levels of the Benchmark. 


4.3. Principle 3: Conflicts of Interest 
for Administrators
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An Administrator’s conflict of interest framework should
seek to mitigate existing or potential conflicts created
by its ownership structure or control, or due to other
interests the Administrator’s staff or wider group may
have in relation to Benchmark determinations.


To this end, the framework should:


a) Include measures to avoid, mitigate or disclose
conflicts of interest that may exist between 
its Benchmark determination business (including
all staff who perform or otherwise participate 
in Benchmark production responsibilities), and
any other business of the Administrator or any 
of its affiliates; and 


b) Provide that an Administrator discloses conflicts
of interest arising from the ownership structure 
or the control of the Administrator to its Stake-
holders and any relevant Regulatory Authority 
in a timely manner.


DBAG’s Response


�  DBAG is subject to the compliance policies 
of Deutsche Börse Group (DBG) including the policy
on Conflicts of Interest, which identify, disclose,
mitigate, avoid and manage potential and actual
conflicts of interest in general. 


�  Members of the DBAG Index Committee have 
no interests that may interfere with their ability 
to objectively make professional decisions, 
or to participate in the decision-making processes
during the course of their professional obligation.


�  DBAG has not identified any material conflicts 
of interest arising from its business relationships 
or ownership structure. DBAG is committed 
to disclose such material conflicts of interests
should they arise. 


�  DBAG’s remuneration policies ensure that all staff
who participate in index determination are not 
directly or indirectly rewarded or incentivised 
by the levels of the index.


�  DBAG does not issue, market, trade or clear secu-
rities or financial products on its indices but DBAG’s
revenue includes fees linked to financial products
based on DBAG indices licensed to clients, among
which is Eurex Exchange, owned by DBAG Group.
However, Eurex Exchange provides only the trading
infrastructure and does not hold any positions 
in the indices themselves.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed DBG’s “Policy on Conflicts of Interest” and
validated that it addresses the elements recommended
by IOSCO Principle 3.


For a sample of relevant STOXX employees, inspected
evidence of a formal annual confirmation of com-
pliance with the relevant STOXX and DBAG policies
on prevention of conflicts of interest.


For a sample of relevant DBAG employees, inspected
evidence that they confirm compliance with relevant
DBAG policies on conflicts of interest and that they
conducted the annual compliance training.


Further, inspected evidence that at the beginning of
each DBAG-IC meeting, all participants are requested
to disclose any potential conflicts of interest. Inspected
evidence that remuneration-related objectives of DBAG’s
and STOXX’s employees who participate in index 
determination were not linked to index levels.


Obtained and reviewed the inventory of potential
business conflicts of interest of DBAG and validated
that the defined mitigating measures address 
the described conflicts of interest, as required 
by IOSCO Principle 3.


No exceptions noted.
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4.4. Principle 4: Control Framework


IOSCO Principle 4


An Administrator should implement an appropriate
control framework for the process of determining and
distributing the Benchmark. The control framework
should be appropriately tailored to the materiality of
the potential or existing conflicts of interest identified,
the extent of the use of discretion in the Benchmark
setting process and to the nature of Benchmark inputs
and outputs.


The control framework should be documented and
available to relevant Regulatory Authorities, if any.
A summary of its main features should be published
or made available to Stakeholders.


This control framework should be reviewed periodically
and updated as appropriate. The framework should
address the following areas:


a) Conflicts of interest in line with Principle 3 
on conflicts of interests; 


b) Integrity and quality of Benchmark determination: 
i. Arrangements to ensure that the quality 


and integrity of Benchmarks is maintained, 
in line with principles 6 to 15 on the quality
of the Benchmark and Methodology; 


ii. Arrangements to promote the integrity 
of Benchmark inputs, including adequate 
due diligence on input sources; 


iii. Arrangements to ensure accountability and
complaints mechanisms are effective, in line
with principles 16 to 19; and 


iv. Providing robust infrastructure, policies and
procedures for the management of risk, 
including operational risk. 


c) Whistleblowing mechanism: Administrators
should establish an effective whistleblowing 
mechanism to facilitate early awareness of any


potential misconduct or irregularities that may
arise. This mechanism should allow for external
reporting of such cases where appropriate.


d)  Expertise: 
i. Ensuring Benchmark determinations are made


by personnel who possess the relevant levels
of expertise, with a process for periodic review
of their competence; and 


ii. Staff training, including ethics and conflicts 
of interest training, and continuity 
and succession planning for personnel. 


Where a Benchmark is based on submissions:


Administrators should promote the integrity 
of inputs by:


a) Ensuring as far as possible that the Submitters
comprise an appropriately representative group 
of participants taking into consideration the under-
lying interest measured by the Benchmark; 


b) Employing a system of appropriate measures 
so that, to the extent possible, Submitters 
comply with the Submission guidelines, as defined
in the Submitter Code of Conduct and the Admin-
istrators’ applicable quality and integrity standards
for Submission; 


c) Specifying how frequently Submissions should 
be made and specifying that inputs or Sub-
missions should be made for every Benchmark
determination; and 


d) Establishing and employing measures to effectively
monitor and scrutinise inputs or Submissions.
This should include pre-compilation or pre-publi-
cation monitoring to identify and avoid errors 
in inputs or Submissions, as well as ex-post 
analysis of trends and outliers.
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DBAG’s Response


DBAG has implemented a documented risk-based
control framework in all areas of the Benchmark 
administration process that have not been outsourced
to STOXX. 


This relates to infrastructure used for calculation 
of indices as well as the dissemination of the DBAG
Indices via DBAG’s proprietary systems.


The remainder of controls around DBAG indices 
are described in the controls framework of STOXX.


A summary of the controls framework may be obtained
by Stakeholders on request from STOXX.


The DBAG-IC is responsible for identifying risks 
in index administration, including conflicts of interest,
operational issues and compliance aspects. 


DBAG has implemented the DBAG whistleblowing
policy and mechanism for reporting any potential
misconduct or irregularities. DBAG staff members 
are made aware of this policy by means of the intra-
net and compliance training. There were no whistle-
blowing cases reported.


DBG has a Group human resource policy in place that
addresses staff recruitment, onboarding, performance
evaluation, training and deputy planning. Line man-
agers are responsible for the supervision and training
of their staff and for adequate deputy and/or succes-
sion planning for all key staff members, with the clear
focus of ensuring proper business continuity. DBG
employees are subject to mandatory compliance and
conflicts of interest-management training. In addition,
depending on their roles in the index administration
process, staff members undergo external and internal
technical training based on an individual training plan
that is reviewed on an annual basis. A standardised
comprehensive individual performance assessment
takes place on an annual basis.


All DBAG staff involved in the DBAG indices calcu-
lation and dissemination have an adequate expertise
and work experience.  


As described under Principle 14, indices administered
by DBAG are based on data sourced from regulated
markets or exchanges with mandatory post-trade 
transparency requirements and no submission-based
indices are currently administered by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


Obtained the formal documentation of STOXX’s Controls
Framework and validated that it covers the relevant
areas of the Benchmark administration process in rela-
tion to the DBAG indices, such as index design launch
and decommissioning; index methodology updates;
index review and adjustment; index monitoring; 
processing of input data and corporate actions; incident
and unexpected event management as well as moni-
toring authorisations  with respect to third parties
and outsourced activities and also IT general controls,
such as controls over access rights, application
change management and data security.


Validated that IT general controls in the domains 
of physical access to premises, logical access, 
application change management and data backup &
availability over applications relating to DBAG 
indices at STOXX were suitably designed in order 
to mitigate the business risks they relate to, and 
were placed in operation. 


In one instance we noted a significant deviation
in the operation of the IT general controls from 
the controls design specified in STOXX’s Controls 
Framework as relates to DBAG indices: in the area 
of logical access to systems and data we could 
not be provided with evidence that an annual review
of access rights has been performed as prescribed 
per the controls framework.
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Furthermore validated that IT general controls in the
domains of access to programs and data, program
changes, computer operations and program develop-
ment over applications relating to DBAG indices 
at DBAG were suitably designed in order to mitigate
the business risks they relate to, and were placed 
in operation. 


For one application relating to the dissemination 
of DBAG indices and operated by DBAG, we noted 
in the area of access to programs and data that 
on different levels of this application no formalised
processes existed to revoke access rights upon 
organisational changes, and that password require-
ments as implemented on the systems were partially
not in line with corporate standards as prescribed 
per the controls framework.


Processes to keep access rights synchronised between
applications and the organisational structure have been
introduced by DBAG in July 2018.


No further significant deviations noted.


Inspected evidence that DBAG’s control framework
complements the controls framework in place 
at STOXX including areas such as conflicts of interest,
whistleblowing mechanism and staff expertise and 
validated that these adequately address the recom-
mendations of IOSCO Principle 4.


Reviewed DBAG’s Policy “Whistleblowing” and 
validated that it adequately addresses the recommen-
dations of IOSCO Principle 4. 


DBAG has represented to us that no whistleblowing
cases occurred in the period from 23/12/2014 until
31/12/2017. Therefore, we were unable to validate
whether whistleblowing cases had been handled 
in accordance with DBAG’s Policy.


Reviewed Group human resource policy and inspected
evidence that the policy has been adhered to in all
material aspects.


No exceptions noted.


Section IV. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks: Individual Principles and Responses


IOSCO Principle 5


Administrators should establish an oversight function
to review and provide challenge on all aspects 
of the Benchmark determination process. This should
include consideration of the features and intended,
expected or known usage of the Benchmark 
and the materiality of existing or potential conflicts 
of interest identified. The oversight function should
be carried out either by a separate committee, 
or other appropriate governance arrangements. 
The oversight function and its composition should be


appropriate to provide effective scrutiny of the Admin-
istrator. Such oversight function could consider groups
of Benchmarks by type or asset class, provided that
it otherwise complies with this Principle. An Admin-
istrator should develop and maintain robust procedures
regarding its oversight function, which should be docu-
mented and available to relevant regulatory authorities,
if any. The main features of the procedures should 
be made available to Stakeholders. These procedures
should include:


4.5. Principle 5: Internal Oversight
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a) The terms of reference of the oversight function; 


b) Criteria to select members of the oversight function;


c) The summary details of membership of any com-
mittee or arrangement charged with the oversight
function, along with any declarations of conflicts
of interest and processes for election, nomination
or removal and replacement of committee members. 


The responsibilities of the oversight function include:


a) Oversight of the Benchmark design: 
i. Periodic review of the definition of the Bench-


mark and its Methodology; 
ii. Taking measures to remain informed about 


issues and risks to the Benchmark, as well as
commissioning external reviews of the Bench-
mark (as appropriate); 


iii. Overseeing any changes to the Benchmark
Methodology, including assessing whether 
the Methodology continues to appropriately
measure the underlying Interest, reviewing
proposed and implemented changes to the
Methodology, and authorising or requesting
the Administrator to undertake a consultation
with Stakeholders where known or its Sub-
scribers on such changes as per Principle 12;
and


iv. Reviewing and approving procedures 
for termination of the Benchmark, including
guidelines that set out how the Administrator
should consult with Stakeholders about 
such cessation. 


b) Oversight of the integrity of Benchmark deter-
mination and control framework: 
i. Overseeing the management and operation 


of the Benchmark, including activities related
to Benchmark determination undertaken 
by a third party; 


ii. Considering the results of internal and external
audits, and following up on the implementation
of remedial actions highlighted in the results
of these audits; and 


iii. Overseeing any exercise of Expert Judgment
by the Administrator and ensuring published
Methodologies have been followed. 


Where conflicts of interests may arise in the Admin-
istrator due to its ownership structures or controlling
interests, or due to other activities conducted 
by any entity owning or controlling the Administrator
or by the Administrator or any of its affiliates: 
the Administrator should establish an independent
oversight function which includes a balanced repre-
sentation of a range of Stakeholders where known,
Subscribers and Submitters, which is chosen 
to counterbalance the relevant conflict of interest.
Where a Benchmark is based on Submissions: 
the oversight function should provide suitable over-
sight and challenge of the Submissions by:


a) Overseeing and challenging the scrutiny and moni-
toring of inputs or Submissions by the Administrator.
This could include regular discussions of inputs
or Submission patterns, defining parameters against
which inputs or Submissions can be analysed, 
or querying the role of the Administrator in challeng-
ing or sampling unusual inputs or Submissions; 


b) Overseeing the Code of Conduct for Submitters;


c) Establishing effective arrangements to address
breaches of the Code of Conduct for Submitters;
and


d) Establishing measures to detect potential anom-
alous or suspicious Submissions and in case 
of suspicious activities, to report them, as well 
as any misconduct by Submitters of which 
it becomes aware.


Report on Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks for the Period 1 Jan – 31 Dec 2017







21


DBAG’s Response


DBAG oversees all stages of the index administration
process through a dedicated governance function. 
All matters regarding the DBAG Indices which 
require a decision, including all processes outsourced
to STOXX, are being submitted to this function.


Information on the DBAG-IC can be obtained through
DBAG website. Specific information on the compe-
tencies of the DBAG-IC regarding the DBAG Indices
can be obtained on request from
regulations@stoxx.com.


As described under Principle 14, indices administered
by DBAG are based on data sourced from regulated
markets or exchanges with mandatory post-trade
transparency requirements and no submission-based
indices are currently administered by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed the index governance structure represented
by the DBAG-IC and DBAG Executive Board Commit-
tee (DBAG ExCo) and the corresponding organisational
statutes of the DBAG-IC and validated that they 
address the recommendations of IOSCO Principle 5.


Inspected evidence that the DBAG-IC held meetings
as scheduled and that contents of the meetings 
covered the relevant matters according to its respon-
sibility/function under IOSCO.


In addition, reviewed the STOXX Index Administration
Governance framework and the corresponding 
Terms of Reference of the individual governance and
oversight committees and validated that they address
the recommendations of IOSCO Principle 5.


No exceptions noted.


Section IV. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks: Individual Principles and Responses


IOSCO Principle 6


The design of the Benchmark should seek to achieve,
and result in an accurate and reliable representation
of the economic realities of the interest it seeks 
to measure, and eliminate factors that might result 
in a distortion of the price, rate, index or value 
of the Benchmark.


Benchmark design should take into account 
the following generic non-exclusive features, 
and other factors should be considered, as appro-
priate to the particular interest:


a) Adequacy of the sample used to represent 
the interest; 


b) Size and liquidity of the relevant market 
(for example whether there is sufficient trading 
to provide observable, transparent pricing); 


c) Relative size of the underlying market in relation
to the volume of trading in the market that 
references the Benchmark; 


d) The distribution of trading among Market 
Participants (market concentration); and 


e) Market dynamics (e.g., to ensure that the Bench-
mark reflects changes to the assets underpinning
a Benchmark).


4.6. Principle 6: Benchmark Design
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DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX. DBAG retains the approval authority
with respect to the design decisions in relation 
to the DBAG Indices.


�  STOXX has dedicated policies and procedures 
in place that regulate the index design process.


�  Internal controls with respect to Benchmark design
are integrated into the STOXX controls framework.


�  Management of data sourced from third parties 
is covered in the response to IOSCO Principle 2.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Benchmark Design” 
and validated that it addresses the recommendations 
of IOSCO Principle 6.


Inspected evidence on the timely reflection 
of developments in the underlying reference markets
by verifying that the DBAG Indices were subject 
to periodic index reviews.


For a sample of one newly launched DBAG index, 
inspected evidence of compliance with the process
and all elements defined in the STOXX policy 
in response to IOSCO Principle 6.


Validated that DBAG-IC approved the sampled index
with respect to index design.


No exceptions noted.


Our procedures with respect to controls framework 
at STOXX are described under Principle 4.


The procedures we performed on the index review
process are described under Principle 10.


IOSCO Principle 7


The data used to construct a Benchmark determination
should be sufficient to accurately and reliably represent
the interest measured by the Benchmark and should:


a) Be based on prices, rates, indices or values that
have been formed by the competitive forces of
supply and demand in order to provide confidence
that the price discovery system is reliable; and 


b) Be anchored by observable transactions entered
into at arm’s length between buyers and sellers 
in the market for the interest the Benchmark
measures in order for it to function as a credible
indicator of prices, rates, indices or values. 


This Principle requires that a Benchmark be based
upon (i.e., anchored in) an active market having 
observable Bona Fide, Arms-Length Transactions.
This does not mean that every individual Benchmark


4.7. Principle 7: Data Sufficiency
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determination must be constructed solely of trans-
action data. Provided that an active market exists,
conditions in the market on any given day might 
require the Administrator to rely on different forms 
of data tied to observable market data as an adjunct 
or supplement to transactions. Depending upon 
the Administrator’s Methodology, this could result 
in an individual Benchmark determination being
based predominantly, or exclusively, on bids and 
offers or extrapolations from prior transactions. 
This is further clarified in Principle 8.


Provided that subparagraphs a.) and b.) above 
are met, Principle 7 does not preclude Benchmark
Administrators from using executable bids or offers 
as a means to construct Benchmarks where anchored
in an observable market consisting of Bona Fide, Arms-
Length transactions. This Principle also recognises
that various indices may be designed to measure 
or reflect the performance of a rule-based investment
strategy, the volatility or behavior of an index or market
or other aspects of an active market. Principle 7 
does not preclude the use of non-transactional data
for such indices that are not designed to represent
transactions and where the nature of the index is such
that non-transactional data is used to reflect what 
the index is designed to measure. For example, certain
volatility indices, which are designed to measure 
the expected volatility of an index of securities trans-
actions, rely on non-transactional data, but the data
is derived from and thus “anchored” in an actual
functioning securities or options market.


DBAG’s Response


The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  STOXX has dedicated policies and procedures 
in place that ensure that the data quality for index
determination purposes is in compliance with
IOSCO principles.


�  The respective data sufficiency provisions 
are reflected in the index rule books of the DBAG
Indices that are available on DBAG’s website
www.dax-indices.com.


�  In general, for DBAG indices, traded prices from 
regulated exchanges/markets (representing 
observable bona fide, arms-length transactions) 
are used, wherever possible and reasonable.


�  For any deviations from this rule, such as the use
of non-transactional data, a detailed rationale 
is provided as part of the published Rulebooks 
defined.


�  In the case of incidents where it is not possible 
to obtain observable bona fide, arms-length trans-
actions for a specific index (e.g., market disruptions),
the hierarchy of data inputs applicable for an index
disclosed in the Rulebooks defined must be followed.


�  If STOXX on behalf of DBAG determines that trans-
actional data to determine an index are not available
or the application of the hierarchy of data inputs
would not result in an accurate and reliable repre-
sentation of the interest measured by the index, 
the matter is escalated to the DBAG-IC.


�  Management of data sourced from third parties 
is covered in the response to IOSCO Principle 2.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Data Sufficiency” and 
validated that it addresses the recommendations 
of IOSCO Principle 7.


On a sample basis, inspected evidence that the Rule-
books of the DBAG Indices adequately address 
the provisions of the IOSCO principles and are in line
with the policy. 
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Verified the disclosure of the underlying data used 
for benchmark determination in the Rulebooks 
defined and, where appropriate, a rationale 
for non-transaction-based input data as described 
in DBAG’s policy.


On a sample basis, inspected evidence that underly-
ing market prices and data were sourced in accor-
dance with the DBAG Rulebooks.


For special cases (EURGOV and eb.rexx indices)
which may use non-transaction-based input data, 
inspected evidence that these indices used the data
sources described.


On a sample basis, inspected evidence that missing
transaction-based data were not substituted with
non-transactional data and verified that there were
no incidents where it was not possible to obtain 
observable bona fide, “at arms-length” transaction-
based data for a specific index as per DBAG’s policy.


Obtained a written confirmation from STOXX that
incidents with regard to missing transaction-based
data were subject to a standardised process as defined
by the policy.


No exceptions noted.


IOSCO Principle 8


An Administrator should establish and publish or make
available clear guidelines regarding the hierarchy 
of data inputs and exercise of Expert Judgment used
for the determination of Benchmarks.


In general, the hierarchy of data inputs should include:


a) Where a Benchmark is dependent upon Sub-
missions, the Submitters’ own concluded arms-
length transactions in the underlying interest 
or related markets; 


b) Reported or observed concluded Arm’s-length
Transactions in the underlying interest; 


c) Reported or observed concluded Arm’s-length
Transactions in related markets; 


d) Firm (executable) bids and offers; and 


e) Other market information or Expert Judgments.


Provided that the Data Sufficiency Principle is met
(i.e., an active market exists), this Principle is not 
intended to restrict an Administrator’s flexibility to use
inputs consistent with the Administrator’s approach
to ensuring the quality, integrity, continuity and 
reliability of its Benchmark determinations, as set out
in the Administrator’s Methodology.


The Administrator should retain flexibility to use 
the inputs it believes are appropriate under its Method-
ology to ensure the quality and integrity of its Bench-
mark. For example, certain Administrators may decide
to rely upon Expert Judgment in an active albeit 
low liquidity market, when transactions may not be
consistently available each day.


IOSCO also recognises that there might be circum-
stances (e.g., a low liquidity market) when a confirmed
bid or offer might carry more meaning than an outlier
transaction. Under these circumstances, non-trans-
actional data such as bids and offers and extrapolations
from prior transactions might predominate in a given
Benchmark determination.


4.8. Principle 8: Hierarchy of Data Inputs


Report on Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks for the Period 1 Jan – 31 Dec 2017







25Section IV. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks: Individual Principles and Responses


DBAG’s Response


The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  STOXX has dedicated policies and procedures 
in place to ensure that the data hierarchy used 
for index determination purposes is in compliance
with IOSCO principles.


�  The respective provisions regarding hierarchy 
of data inputs and exercise of expert judgement 
are reflected in the Rulebooks defined of the DBAG
Indices that are available on DBAG’s website
www.dax-indices.com.


�  DBAG defines expert judgment as any deviation
from published index Methodologies, the extra-
polation of values from prior or related transactions,
the adjustment of values for factors that might 
influence the quality of data such as market events
or impairment of a buyer or seller’s credit quality,
or weighting firm bids or offers greater than a partic-
ular concluded transaction.


�  Data filter rules are not considered expert judgment.
They are considered a part of the Methodology 
of an index and must be disclosed in the Rulebooks
defined.


�  All DBAG proprietary indices are based on data 
obtained from regulated markets (either executed
transactions or observable bid/ask quotes), 
and no expert judgment is exercised with respect 
to data inputs.


As described under Principle 14, indices administered
by DBAG are based on data sourced from regulated
markets or exchanges with mandatory post-trade
transparency requirements and no submission-based
indices are currently administered by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Hierarchy of Data Inputs”
and validated that it addresses the recommendations
of IOSCO Principle 8.


For a sample of Rulebooks verified that a clear 
description of the hierarchy of the data inputs 
is disclosed in the Rulebooks defined.


For a sample of indices, inspected evidence that 
no expert judgment was effectively applied with
respect to input data.


STOXX has represented to us that no significant
discretionary expert judgment not otherwise defined 
in the Rulebooks was applied for the determination
of DBAG Indices.


No exceptions noted.
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4.9. Principle 9: Transparency 
of Benchmark Determinations 


IOSCO Principle 9


The Administrator should describe and publish 
with each Benchmark determination, to the extent
reasonable without delaying an Administrator 
publication deadline:


a) A concise explanation, sufficient to facilitate a Stake-
holder’s or Market Authority’s ability to understand
how the determination was developed, including,
at a minimum, the size and liquidity of the market
being assessed (meaning the number and volume
of transactions submitted), the range and average
volume and range and average of price, and 
indicative percentages of each type of market
data that have been considered in a Benchmark
determination; terms referring to the pricing 
methodology should be included (i.e., transaction-
based, spread-based or interpolated/extrapolated); 


b) A concise explanation of the extent to which 
and the basis upon which Expert Judgment 
if any, was used in establishing a Benchmark 
determination.


DBAG’s Response


The indices administered by DBAG are typically 
derived from data sourced from regulated markets 
or exchanges that have mandatory post-trade trans-
parency requirements, and they typically do not 
involve significant expert judgment.


The relevant details of index determination 
are described and disclosed in published Rulebooks 
of the DBAG Indices, which are available 
on the DBAG website www.dax-indices.com.


Further information about expert judgment is provided
in the response to IOSCO Principle 8.


Procedures performed by PwC


For a sample of indices, validated that the Rulebooks
include the relevant details on index determination
and comply with the recommendations of IOSCO 
Principle 9.


DBAG has represented to us that no significant 
discretionary expert judgment not otherwise defined
in the Rulebooks was applied for the determination
of DBAG’s indices.


For a sample of indices, inspected evidence that DBAG
prepared and distributed the information with respect
to Benchmark determinations as described in DBAG’s
response and defined in DBAG’s Policy “Determination
and Dissemination.”


No exceptions noted.
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4.10. Principle 10: Periodic Review


IOSCO Principle 10


The Administrator should periodically review the con-
ditions in the underlying interest that the Benchmark
measures to determine whether the interest has under-
gone structural changes that might require changes
to the design of the Methodology. The Administrator
also should periodically review whether the interest has
diminished or is non-functioning such that it can no
longer function as the basis for a credible Benchmark.


The Administrator should publish or make available a
summary of such reviews where material revisions
have been made to a Benchmark, including the 
rationale for the revisions.


DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  STOXX has dedicated policies and procedures 
in place with respect to periodic review of index
conditions and parameters.


�  Internal controls with respect to the index review
are integrated into the STOXX controls framework.


�  Annual Methodology review performed by STOXX 
is subject to oversight by DBAG-IC. Any changes 
to the DBAG Indices require the approval of 
DBAG-IC: DBAG has implemented a governance
structure with committees and policies to review
index Methodologies and when Stakeholders 
are to be contacted.


�  Summaries of material revisions of indices 
as a result of such reviews are published under 
the announcement section on DBAG website
www.dax-indices.com.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Periodic Review” and 
validated that it addresses the recommendations 
of IOSCO Principle 10.


Inspected evidence that an annual Methodology 
review of DBAG indices was carried out and that 
results were presented to the DBAG-IC.


No exceptions noted.


Section IV. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance with the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks: Individual Principles and Responses
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4.11. Principle 11: Content of Methodology


IOSCO Principle 11


The Administrator should document and publish 
or make available the Methodology used to make
Benchmark determinations. The Administrator 
should provide the rationale for adopting a particular
Methodology. The published Methodology should
provide sufficient detail to allow Stakeholders to under-
stand how the Benchmark is derived and to assess
its representativeness, its relevance to particular 
Stakeholders, and its appropriateness as a reference
for financial instruments. At a minimum, the Method-
ology should contain:


a) Definitions of key terms;


b) All criteria and procedures used to develop 
the Benchmark, including input selection, the mix
of inputs used to derive the Benchmark, the guide-
lines that control the exercise of Expert Judgment
by the Administrator, priority given to certain data
types, minimum data needed to determine a Bench-
mark, and any models or extrapolation methods;


c) Procedures and practices designed to promote
consistency in the exercise of Expert Judgment
between Benchmark determinations;


d) The procedures which govern Benchmark deter-
mination in periods of market stress or disruption,
or periods where data sources may be absent
(e.g., theoretical estimation models); 


e) The procedures for dealing with error reports, 
including when a revision of a Benchmark would
be applicable; 


f) Information regarding the frequency for internal
reviews and approvals of the Methodology. 
Where applicable, the published Methodologies
should also include information regarding 
the procedures and frequency for external review 
of the Methodology; 


g) The circumstances and procedures under which
the Administrator will consult with Stakeholders,
as appropriate; and


h) The identification of potential limitations 
of a Benchmark, including its operation 
in illiquid or fragmented markets and the possible
concentration of inputs.


Where a Benchmark is based on Submissions, 
the additional Principle also applies:


The Administrator should clearly establish criteria 
for including and excluding Submitters. The criteria
should consider any issues arising from the location
of the Submitter, if in a different jurisdiction to the
Administrator. These criteria should be available 
to any relevant Regulatory Authorities, if any, and 
published or made available to Stakeholders. 
Any provisions related to changes in composition, 
including notice periods should be made clear.


DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  The Methodologies of the current DBAG Indices 
are in line with the requirements of IOSCO and 
are reflected in the index rule books of the DBAG
Indices that are available on DBAG website
www.dax-indices.com.


DBAG key terms are defined in the Guide to the 
respective index Methodology guide books referred 
to in section 1.1.3 above.


The Methodologies of DBAG indices outline the selec-
tion criteria, weighting scheme and calculation 
principles used for determination of the Benchmarks.
They provide sufficient detail to allow Stakeholders 
to understand how an index is derived, to assess 
its representativeness, its relevance to particular 
Stakeholders and its appropriateness as a reference
for financial instruments.
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The index Methodologies are designed to limit 
subjectivity and expert judgment.


For DBAG indices, traded prices from regulated 
markets is used and no Submission-based data 
typically prone to subjectivity and the need for expert
judgment is employed.


In the case of rules being silent or open for inter-
pretation, DBAG has implemented a governance
structure to review of the individual cases, trigger
market consultations and make rule adjustments
where possible.


Clients are made aware by email alerts of market 
disruptions. The handling of extreme market events 
is published in the Rulebooks defined and follows 
the established DBAG governance process.


DBAG has implemented a governance structure 
and policies to review index Methodologies and when
Stakeholders are to be contacted.


STOXX on behalf of DBAG constantly monitors 
the execution of the index calculation rules to ensure
the validity of the index Methodology. STOXX 
(on behalf of DBAG) also conduct general Method-
ology reviews on a periodic and ad-hoc basis 
to reflect economic and political changes and 
developments in the investment industry. As result 
of these activities, changes are implemented in the
Methodology books. Material changes are notified 
to Subscribers and the media through the usual 
communication channels. Clarifications of the 
Methodology are updated in the Rulebooks defined.
All changes are tracked in the change log section
of each Rulebook.


As described under Principle 14, indices administered
by DBAG are based on data sourced from regulated
markets or exchanges with mandatory post-trade
transparency requirements and no submission-based
indices are currently administered by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


For a sample of Rulebooks, verified that the Method-
ology descriptions in the Rulebooks include the 
elements recommended by IOSCO Principle 11.


In particular:


a) Verified that the Rulebooks defined include 
the definition of key terms.


b) Verified that the Rulebooks defined include selec-
tion criteria, weighting scheme and calculation
principles used for determination of the Bench-
marks and provide sufficient detail to understand
how an index is derived.


c) DBAG has represented to us that no discretionary
expert judgement is applied for the determination
of DBAG indices. Our procedures in this respect
are described under Principle 8.


d) Verified that the Rulebooks defined include clear
provisions with respect to handling of extreme
market events.


e) Verified that procedures for dealing with error 
reports are disclosed in the Rulebooks defined and 
are subject to the incident management process.


f) Verified that information regarding the frequency
for internal reviews and approvals of the Method-
ology are disclosed in the Rulebooks defined.


g) Verified that circumstances and procedures under
which Stakeholders are consulted are disclosed 
in the Rulebooks.


h) Verified that the Rulebooks defined include 
the definition of key terms of the index, including
potential limitations.


No exceptions noted.
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4.12. Principle 12: Changes to Methodology


IOSCO Principle 12


An Administrator should publish or make available
the rationale of any proposed material change 
in its Methodology, and procedures for making such
changes. These procedures should clearly define
what constitutes a material change, and the method
and timing for consulting or notifying Subscribers
(and other Stakeholders where appropriate, taking
into account the breadth and depth of the Bench-
mark’s use) of changes. Those procedures should 
be consistent with the overriding objective that 
an Administrator must ensure the continued integrity 
of its Benchmark determinations. When changes 
are proposed, the Administrator should specify 
exactly what these changes entail and when they 
are intended to apply.


The Administrator should specify how changes 
to the Methodology will be scrutinised, by the over-
sight function.


The Administrator should develop Stakeholder consul-
tation procedures in relation to changes to the Method-
ology that are deemed material by the oversight
function, and that are appropriate and proportionate
to the breadth and depth of the Benchmark’s use and
the nature of the Stakeholders. Procedures should:


a) Provide advance notice and a clear timeframe
that gives Stakeholders sufficient opportunity 
to analyse and comment on the impact of such
proposed material changes, having regard 
to the Administrator’s assessment of the overall
circumstances; and


b) Provide for Stakeholders’ summary comments,
and the Administrator’s summary response to those
comments, to be made accessible to all Stake-
holders after any given consultation period, except
where the commenter has requested confidentiality.


DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  DBAG has implemented a governance structure
with committees and policies to review index 
Methodologies, when Stakeholders are to be con-
tacted and when and how to publish any changes.
Changes to the Methodology of DBAG Indices 
require the approval of DBAG which is contingent
on the fulfilment of IOSCO’s requirements.


�  Changes to the Methodology of DBAG Indices 
are disclosed through the DBAG website 
www.dax-indices.com.


�  The internal controls framework of STOXX ensures
that changes to the index Methodology follow 
the STOXX policies and are subject to the appropriate
oversight and Stakeholder consultation.


�  All material Methodology changes should generally
be publicly announced three months prior to imple-
mentation, except for urgent or distressed situations
where the timing of the announcement must be deter-
mined by the DBAG-IC ad hoc or in situations
where there is no Stakeholder impact and where
immediate communication is possible. All rule
changes including changes in distress situations
will require a minimum notice period of one full
trading day. On request, DBAG provides detailed
information about the nature and rationale 
of the change as well as the implications and terms
of the new Methodology to enter into force.


�  The DBAG-IC is responsible for evaluating the neces-
sity for consulting the Advisory Board or any other
external Stakeholders with regards to consultations.
The timing and duration of the consultation period
is determined by the DBAG-IC and is dependent 
on the proposed change in Methodology. A summary
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of the Stakeholders’ comments and DBAG’s summary
response to those comments is made available 
to all Stakeholders after any given consultation 
period, except where the commenter has requested
confidentiality.


Procedures performed by PwC


For a sample of one DBAG index that underwent 
a Methodology change, inspected evidence that 
the Methodology change adhered to the process 
defined in STOXX’s Policy “Changes to Methodology”. 


For a sample of one DBAG index, inspected 
evidence that changes to Methodology of the DBAG 
Indices were approved by the DBAG-IC, appropriately
announced prior to implementation and disclosed 
in the Rulebooks defined and communicated via email
or press release.


On a sample basis, inspected evidence of the avail-
ability of detailed information about the nature 
and rationale of the change that can be provided 
on request.


No exceptions noted.


IOSCO Principle 13


Administrators should have clear written policies and
procedures, to address the need for possible cessation
of a Benchmark, due to market structure change,
product definition change, or any other condition which
makes the Benchmark no longer representative 
of its intended interest. These policies and procedures
should be proportionate to the estimated breadth 
and depth of contracts and financial instruments that
reference a Benchmark and the economic and financial
stability impact that might result from the cessation
of the Benchmark. The Administrator should take into
account the views of Stakeholders and any relevant
Regulatory and National Authorities in determining
what policies and procedures are appropriate 
for a particular Benchmark.


These written policies and procedures should 
be published or made available to all Stakeholders.
Administrators should encourage Subscribers and


other Stakeholders who have financial instruments
that reference a Benchmark to take steps to make
sure that:


a) Contracts or other financial instruments that 
reference a Benchmark, have robust fallback 
provisions in the event of material changes to,
or cessation of, the referenced Benchmark; and


b) Stakeholders are aware of the possibility that 
various factors, including external factors beyond
the control of the Administrator, might necessitate
material changes to a Benchmark.


Administrators’ written policies and procedures 
to address the possibility of Benchmark cessation
could include the following factors, if determined 
to be reasonable and appropriate by the Administrator:


4.13. Principle 13: Transition 
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a) Criteria to guide the selection of a credible, alter-
native Benchmark such as, but not limited to, 
criteria that seek to match to the extent practicable
the existing Benchmark’s characteristics (e.g., credit
quality, maturities and liquidity of the alternative
market), differentials between Benchmarks, the
extent to which an alternative Benchmark meets
the asset/liability needs of Stakeholders, whether
the revised Benchmark is investable, the availability
of transparent transaction data, the impact 
on Stakeholders and impact of existing legislation.


b) The practicality of maintaining parallel Benchmarks
(e.g., where feasible, maintain the existing Bench-
mark for a defined period of time to permit existing
contracts and financial instruments to mature 
and publish a new Benchmark) in order to accom-
modate an orderly transition to a new Benchmark;


c) The procedures that the Administrator would 
follow in the event that a suitable alternative 
cannot be identified;


d) In the case of a Benchmark or a tenor of a Bench-
mark that will be discontinued completely, 
the policy defining the period of time in which 
the Benchmark will continue to be produced 
in order to permit existing contracts to migrate
to an alternative Benchmark if necessary; and


e) The process by which the Administrator will engage
Stakeholders and relevant Market and National
Authorities, as appropriate, in the process for selec-
ting and moving towards an alternative Bench-
mark, including the timeframe for any such action
commensurate with the tenors of the financial 
instruments referencing the Benchmarks and 
the adequacy of notice that will be provided 
to Stakeholders.


DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX.


�  STOXX (on behalf of DBAG) has put a dedicated
policy in place that regulates transitions and cessa-
tions of indices operated by DBAG and also covers
the DBAG Indices. This policy can be obtained 
by Stakeholders from [regulations@stoxx.com].


�  Transitions and cessations of DBAG Indices require
approval of DBAG via the DBAG-IC.


DBAG gives sufficient notice to ensure that all non-
commercial Stakeholders have sufficient time to adjust
accordingly. DBAG responsible for determining 
or offering an alternative index to its Subscribers or
other Stakeholders when an index is decommissioned.


Legal ensures that all contracts with third parties 
indicate that DBAG has the right to materially change
or decommission an index at any time and that 
for such cases Subscribers or other Stakeholders 
who have financial instruments that refer to the index
are responsible for implementing robust fallback 
provisions (e.g., early redemption of the financial 
instruments issued on the index).


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed STOXX’s Policy “Index Transition” and 
validated that it addresses the recommendations 
of IOSCO Principle 13.


For a sample of terminated indices, inspected evidence
that the process of cessation was conducted in accor-
dance with STOXX’s Policy “Index Transition”. Further,
inspected evidence that terminations were approved
by the DBAG-IC and that they were communicated
via a public communication as defined in the corre-
sponding policy.
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Inspected a sample index licence agreement and 
noted that it includes a provision stating that DBAG
has the right to materially change or decommission
an index at any time and that for such cases Sub-
scribers or other Stakeholders who have financial 
instruments that refer to the index are responsible 


for implementing robust fallback provisions (e.g.,
early redemption of the financial instruments issued
on the index).


No exceptions noted.


IOSCO Principle 14


Where a Benchmark is based on Submissions, 
the following additional Principle also applies: 
The Administrator should develop guidelines for 
Submitters (“Submitter Code of Conduct”), which
should be available to any relevant Regulatory 
Authorities, if any, and published or made available
to stakeholders. The Administrator should only 
use inputs or Submissions from entities which adhere
to the Submitter Code of Conduct and the Admin-
istrator should appropriately monitor and record 
adherence from Submitters. The Administrator 
should require Submitters to confirm adherence
to the Submitter Code of Conduct annually and 
whenever a change to the Submitter Code of Conduct
has occurred. The Administrator’s oversight function
should be responsible for the continuing review 
and oversight of the Submitter Code of Conduct. 
The Submitter Code of Conduct should address:


a) The selection of inputs; 


b) Who may submit data and information 
to the Administrator; 


c) Quality control procedures to verify the identity 
of a Submitter and any employee(s) of a Submitter
who report(s) data or information and the autho-
risation of such person(s) to report market data
on behalf of a Submitter; 


d) Criteria applied to employees of a Submitter 
who are permitted to submit data or information
to an Administrator on behalf of a Submitter; 


e) Policies to discourage the interim withdrawal 
of Submitters from surveys or Panels; 


f) Policies to encourage Submitters to submit 
all relevant data; and 


g) The Submitters’ internal systems and controls,
which should include: 
i. Procedures for submitting inputs, including


Methodologies to determine the type 
of eligible inputs, in line with the Admin-
istrator’s Methodologies; 


ii. Procedures to detect and evaluate suspicious
inputs or transactions, including inter-group
transactions, and to ensure the Bona Fide 
nature of such inputs, where appropriate;


iii. Policies guiding and detailing the use 
of expert judgment, including documentation
requirements;


4.14. Principle 14: Submitter Code of Conduct 







iv. Record keeping policies;
v. Pre-submission validation of inputs, and 


procedures for multiple reviews by senior staff
to check inputs;


vi. Training, including training with respect 
to any relevant regulation (covering Benchmark
regulation or any market abuse regime);


vii. Suspicious Submission reporting;
viii.Roles and responsibilities of key personnel


and accountability lines;
ix. Internal sign off procedures by management


for submitting inputs;
x. Whistleblowing policies (in line with 


Principle 4); and
xi. Conflicts of interest procedures and policies,


including prohibitions on the Submission 
of data from front office functions unless the
Administrator is satisfied that there are adequate
internal oversight and verification procedures
for front office function Submissions of data to
an Administrator (including safeguards 
and supervision to address possible conflicts
of interests as per paragraphs (v) and (ix)
above), the physical separation of employees
and reporting lines where appropriate, 
the consideration of how to identify, disclose,
manage, mitigate and avoid existing or potential
incentives to manipulate or otherwise influence
data inputs (whether or not in order to influence
the Benchmark levels), including, without 
limitation, through appropriate remuneration
policies and by effectively addressing conflicts
of interest which may exist between the Sub-
mitter’s Submission activities (including all staff
who perform or otherwise participate in Bench-
mark Submission responsibilities), and 
any other business of the Submitter or of any 
of its affiliates or any of their respective clients
or customers.


DBAG’s Response


�  The indices administered by DBAG are based 
on data sourced from regulated markets 
or exchanges with mandatory post-trade trans-
parency requirements, and no submission-based 
indices are currently administered by DBAG. 


Procedures performed by PwC


No procedures were performed because no submission-
based indices are administered by DBAG.
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4.15. Principle 15: Internal Controls 
over Data Collection


IOSCO Principle 15


When an Administrator collects data from any external
source the Administrator should ensure that there 
are appropriate internal controls over its data collection
and transmission processes. These controls should 
address the process for selecting the source, collecting
the data and protecting the integrity and confiden-
tiality of the data. Where Administrators receive 
data from employees of the front office function, 
the Administrator should seek corroborating data
from other sources.


DBAG’s Response


�  The respective processes have been outsourced 
to STOXX. DBAG indices are based on pricing data
sourced from regulated markets.


�  STOXX (on behalf of DBAG) collects underlying
data from stock exchanges and a variety of market
data vendors. Within its internal controls framework,
STOXX has implemented appropriate internal control


procedures with respect to the collection and 
processing of the underlying index data. For further
details, see the response to Principle 4.


Procedures performed by PwC


Obtained the formal documentation of STOXX’s Controls
Framework and validated that it covers the relevant
controls with respect to input data collection as well as
monitoring controls over third-party data providers 
as relates to the DBAG Indices.


Validated that individual controls related to the control
objectives defined in STOXX’s Controls Framework
with respect to input data collection were suitably 
designed in order to mitigate the business risks they
relate to and were placed in operation.


No exceptions noted.


Our procedures with respect to the internal controls
framework of DBAG are described in detail under
Principle 4.


IOSCO Principle 16


The Administrator should establish and publish 
or make available a written complaints procedures 
policy, by which Stakeholders may submit complaints
including concerning whether a specific Benchmark
determination is representative of the underlying 
interest it seeks to measure, applications of the 
Methodology in relation to a specific Benchmark 
determination(s) and other Administrator decisions 
in relation to a Benchmark determination.


The complaints procedures policy should:


a) Permit complaints to be submitted through a user-
friendly complaints process such as an electronic
Submission process; 


b) Contain procedures for receiving and investigating 
a complaint made about the Administrator’s Bench-
mark determination process on a timely and fair
basis by personnel who are independent of any
personnel who may be or may have been involved


4.16. Principle 16: Complaints Procedures
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in the subject of the complaint, advising the com-
plainant and other relevant parties of the outcome
of its investigation within a reasonable period and
retaining all records concerning complaints; 


c) Contain a process for escalating complaints, 
as appropriate, to the Administrator’s governance
body; and


d) Require all documents relating to a complaint, 
including those submitted by the complainant 
as well as the Administrator’s own record, 
to be retained for a minimum of five years,
subject to applicable national legal or regulatory 
requirements.


Disputes about a Benchmarking determination, which
are not formal complaints, should be resolved 
by the Administrator by reference to its standard appro-
priate procedures. If a complaint results in a change
in a Benchmark determination, that should be 
published or made available to Subscribers and 
published or made available to Stakeholders as soon
as possible as set out in the Methodology.


a) The exercise of Expert Judgment made 
by the Administrator in reaching a Benchmark 
determination; 


b) Other changes in or deviations from standard 
procedures and Methodologies, including 
those made during periods of market stress 
or disruption;


c) The identity of each person involved in producing 
a Benchmark determination; and


d) Any queries and responses relating to data inputs.


If these records are held by a Regulated Market 
or Exchange the Administrator may rely on these 
records for compliance with this Principle, subject 
to appropriate written record sharing agreements.


When a Benchmark is based on Submissions, 
the following additional Principle also applies:


Submitters should retain records for five years 
subject to applicable national legal or regulatory 
requirements on:


a) The procedures and Methodologies governing 
the Submission of inputs;


b) The identity of any other person who submitted 
or otherwise generated any of the data or infor-
mation provided to the Administrator; 


c) Names and roles of individuals responsible 
for Submission and Submission oversight; 


d) Relevant communications between 
submitting parties; 


e) Any interaction with the Administrator; 


f) Any queries received regarding data or information
provided to the Administrator; 


g) Declaration of any conflicts of interests and aggre-
gate exposures to Benchmark related instruments;


h) Exposures of individual traders/desks to Bench-
mark related instruments in order to facilitate 
audits and investigations; and 


i) Findings of external/internal audits, when available,
related to Benchmark Submission remedial actions
and progress in implementing them.
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DBAG’s Response


DBAG has implemented a dedicated complaints 
policy and a procedure which allows Stakeholders 
to lodge their complaints in a user-friendly manner
via www.dax-indices.com.


�  DBAG has entrusted STOXX with the handling 
of any complaints concerning DBAG Indices. 
Any necessary decisions based on such complaints
are taken by DBAG.


�  As described under Principle 14, indices admin-
istered by DBAG are based on data sourced from 
regulated markets or exchanges with mandatory


post-trade transparency requirements and no sub-
mission-based indices are currently administered
by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


Reviewed DBAG’s “Complaints Procedure” and 
validated that it adequately addresses the recom-
mendations of IOSCO Principle 16.


For a sample of one complaint, inspected evidence
that it was treated in accordance with the Policy.


No exceptions noted.


IOSCO Principle 17


The Administrator should appoint an independent 
internal or external auditor with appropriate experience
and capability to periodically review and report 
on the Administrator’s adherence to its stated criteria
and with the Principles. The frequency of audits
should be proportionate to the size and complexity 
of the Administrator’s operations. Where appropriate 
to the level of existing or potential conflicts of interest
identified by the Administrator (except for Bench-
marks that are otherwise regulated or supervised 
by a National Authority other than a relevant Regu-
latory Authority), an Administrator should appoint 
an independent external auditor with appropriate 
experience and capability to periodically review and 
report on the Administrator’s adherence to its stated
Methodology. The frequency of audits should be 
proportionate to the size and complexity of the Admin-
istrator’s Benchmark operations and the breadth and
depth of Benchmark use by Stakeholders.


DBAG’s Response


�  DBAG has appointed PwC to perform an audit 
of compliance of DBAG with the IOSCO Principles.
Given that DBAG’s indices are designed to be repli-
cated by clients, DBAG does not deem it necessary
to undergo additional audits with respect to adher-
ence to index Methodologies. 


Procedures performed by PwC


We have been engaged to conduct an examination 
of DBAG responses in relation to compliance with 
the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks and
provide a reasonable assurance opinion on whether
the relevant responses have been fairly stated.


4.17. Principle 17: Audits 
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4.18. Principle 18: Audit Trail


IOSCO Principle 18


Written records should be retained by the Administrator
for five years, subject to applicable national legal 
or regulatory requirements on:


a) All market data, Submissions and any other data
and information sources relied upon for Bench-
mark determination; 


b) The exercise of Expert Judgment made 
by the Administrator in reaching a Benchmark 
determination; 


c) Other changes in or deviations from standard 
procedures and Methodologies, including those
made during periods of market stress or disruption;


d) The identity of each person involved in producing
a Benchmark determination; and 


e) Any queries and responses relating to data inputs. 


If these records are held by a Regulated Market 
or Exchange the Administrator may rely on these 
records for compliance with this Principle, subject 
to appropriate written record sharing agreements.


When a Benchmark is based on Submissions, 
the following additional Principle also applies:


Submitters should retain records for five years 
subject to applicable national legal or regulatory 
requirements on:


a) The procedures and Methodologies governing 
the Submission of inputs; 


b) The identity of any other person who submitted 
or otherwise generated any of the data or infor-
mation provided to the Administrator; 


c) Names and roles of individuals responsible 
for Submission and Submission oversight; 


d) Relevant communications between 
submitting parties; 


e) Any interaction with the Administrator; 


f) Any queries received regarding data or information
provided to the Administrator; 


g) Declaration of any conflicts of interests and aggre-
gate exposures to Benchmark related instruments;


h) Exposures of individual traders/desks to Bench-
mark related instruments in order to facilitate 
audits and investigations; and


i) Findings of external/internal audits, when available,
related to Benchmark Submission remedial actions
and progress in implementing them.


DBAG’s Response


�  DBAG stores both input data (prices) and output
data (index values) on an end-of-day basis 
on its proprietary systems. Such data are stored 
for at least five years.


As described under Principle 14, indices administered
by DBAG are based on data sourced from regulated
markets or exchanges with mandatory post-trade
transparency requirements and no submission-based
indices are currently administered by DBAG.


Procedures performed by PwC


On a sample basis, inspected the availability 
of the data elements and information specified 
in DBAG’s response and verified that those data 
are stored for at least five years.


No exceptions noted.
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4.19. Principle 19: Cooperation 
with Regulatory Authorities


IOSCO Principle 19


Relevant documents, Audit Trails and other documents
subject to these Principles shall be made readily
available by the relevant parties to the relevant 
Regulatory Authorities in carrying out their regulatory
or supervisory duties and handed over promptly
upon request.


DBAG’s Response


�  Currently, DBAG is not being supervised by any 
regulatory authority in its capacity as Administrator,
however, DBAG shall co-operate with any relevant
regulatory authorities where there is a legal basis
for such supervision.


Procedures performed by PwC


No procedures were performed because this item 
was excluded from the scope.
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The table below sets out the response of DBAG 
in terms of how it meets the objectives and functions
of the ESMA-EBA Principles. The accompanying
“Procedures performed by PwC” summarises the work
performed by PwC to validate that the relevant activities
described in DBAG’s response are fairly stated.


Where the ESMA-EBA Principles are materially 
the same as the IOSCO principles, this is noted and
the relevant response from the IOSCO principles 
will apply. This section supports the assurance opinion
as documented in Section III of this report.


5. Section V. DBAG’s Statement of Compliance 
with the ESMA-EBA Principles for Benchmark-
Setting Processes in the EU: 
Individual Principles and Responses


ESMA-EBA Principle


A.1 Methodology: The methodologies for the calcula-
tion of a Benchmark, including information on the way
in which contributions are determined and corrobo-
rated, should be documented and be subject to regular
scrutiny and controls to verify their reliability. The defi-
nition of a specific Benchmark should be precise 
in order to avoid subjective interpretation of key 
concepts. A Benchmark should represent adequately
the market, strategy or interest to which it refers, 
and measure the performance of a representative group
of underlyings in a relevant and appropriate way.
Where appropriate, actual market transactions should
be used as a basis for a Benchmark calculation.


A.2 Governance structure: The process of setting 
a Benchmark needs to be governed by clear and 
independent procedures, with detailed information
on the process made available publicly, in order 
to avoid and manage conflicts of interest and limit 
its susceptibility to manipulation, discretionary decision
making or price distortion. Governing processes should
include clear rules on the allocation of responsibilities
for the Benchmark administration. Benchmark struc-
tures should be established and managed in a way
so as to reduce conflicts of interest as much as possible.


Conflicts of interest may arise where Benchmark
Submitters have discretion regarding the submitted
data, while at the same time they or their clients
have an exposure against the Benchmark. Where
conflicts of interest are unavoidable, they should 
be identified, disclosed to the public and monitored
so as to be transparent and acceptable to Stake-
holders and to maintain confidence in the Benchmark
setting process.


A.3 Supervision and oversight: Confidence in a Bench-
mark is enhanced through regulation and oversight
and an appropriate sanctioning regime that allows
sanctions for improper conduct, as it will be the case
in accordance with future EU legislation on market
abuse. In the EU, outside of proposals for market
abuse, a formal regulatory regime for Benchmarks
does not exist so far. For any existing applicable 
regimes and rules and for the application of these
Principles, Benchmark Submitters, Benchmark Admin-
istrators, Benchmark Calculation Agents, Benchmark
publishers and Benchmark users should co-operate
closely with the relevant supervisory authorities.


5.1. Principles A1–A4: General Framework 
      for Benchmark Setting 
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A.4 Transparency: A Benchmark should be transparent
and accessible to the public, with fair and open access
to the rules governing its establishment and operation,
calculation, and publication; the fact that a Bench-
mark is (or may be) published first to certain Stake-
holders before it is to others should be disclosed. 
A high degree of transparency on the process deter-
mining a Benchmark, or any modification thereof,
will enhance confidence in its integrity, which would
also help foster understanding of the Benchmark
in the market place. Transparency may be limited in
exceptional circumstances only, based on contractual
provisions safeguarding confidentiality and intellectual
property rights. The full Methodology along with 
historical records* should be disclosed to the public
wherever possible in order to make it fully replicable.
Where this is not possible based on contractual pro-
visions, the relevant information, such as weightings
and prices of components, should be disclosed 
to the public prior to any changes in the composition
of the Benchmark, with sufficient notice so as to allow
a proper reassessment by Stakeholders. 


DBAG’s Response


A.1 Methodology: This ESMA-EBA principle is mate-
rially the same as IOSCO Principles 6 and 11, therefore
DBAG’s response can be found under the respective
principles in Section IV.


A.2 Governance structure: This ESMA-EBA principle
is materially the same as IOSCO Principles 3 and 5,
therefore DBAG’s response can be found under the
respective principles in Section IV.


A.3 Supervision and oversight: This ESMA-EBA
principle is materially the same as IOSCO Principle 19.
Currently, DBAG is not being supervised by any 
regulatory authority in its capacity as Administrator,
however, DBAG shall co-operate with any relevant 
regulatory authorities where there is a legal basis 
for such supervision.


A.4 Transparency: This ESMA-EBA principle is mate-
rially the same as IOSCO Principles 9, 11 and 12
therefore DBAG’s response can be found under the
respective principles in Section IV.


DBAG have no preferential publication processes 
for any of its indices, therefore all licensed parties
have the ability to receive the Benchmark publications
at the same time.


Procedures performed by PwC


A.1 Methodology: Please refer to our procedures with
respect to IOSCO Principles 6 and 11 in Section IV. 


A.2 Governance structure: Please refer to our 
procedures with respect to IOSCO Principles 3 and 5 
in Section IV.


A.3 Supervision and oversight: No procedures 
were performed because this item was excluded 
from the scope.


A.4 Transparency: Please refer to our procedures
with respect to IOSCO Principles 9, 11 and 12 
in Section IV.


DBAG has represented to us that no indices admin-
istered by DBAG were preferentially published 
to specific Stakeholders prior to publishing to others
throughout the period from 1 January 2015 to 
31 December 2017.


No exceptions noted.


* Historical records should include the data relating to the historical composition, past performances and Methodology of a Benchmark including its past and current
weightings, historical panel composition – if any – past and current Methodology, data on past submissions by Benchmark Submitters, and when possible benchmark data, 
i.e. the data disclosed by the Benchmark Publisher.
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5.2. Principles B1–B17: Principles 
      for Benchmark Administrators 


ESMA-EBA Principle


B.1 A Benchmark Administrator should ensure 
the existence of robust methodologies for the calcu-
lation of the Benchmark and appropriately oversee 
its operations and ensure that there is an appropriate
level of transparency to the public regarding the rules
governing the Benchmark.


B.2 A Benchmark Administrator should establish 
methodologies with well-defined criteria for the calcu-
lation of the Benchmark, so that judgement and 
qualitative assessments or other opportunities for 
discretionary decision making are limited and confined
to well-defined stages of the Benchmark setting 
process or specific situations, such as cases of market
disruption or operational contingencies. Inter alia,
such criteria should address the composition of panels
where applicable, the algorithm for the calculation 
of the Benchmark, the definition and sourcing 
of the data used in the calculation, and provisions 
regarding operational continuity.


B.3 The methodologies established by the Benchmark
Administrator should be rigorous, systematic and
continuous. Any amendment to an established method-
ology should be made according to a transparent and
determined process, and be published by the Bench-
mark Administrator beforehand.


B.4 Benchmark Administrators should have clear 
policies for communicating errors in the Benchmark
(whatever the reason for the error), and any sub-
sequent re-fixing. 


B.5 Without prejudice of the principles under 
Section G. below, a Benchmark Administrator should
encourage Benchmark Submitters not to withdraw
from surveys or panels.


B.6 A Benchmark Administrator should regularly 
review the Benchmarks or the range of Benchmarks
provided (such as, for example, asset classes,


currencies and tenors). It should ensure that any
Benchmark reflects the market or interest it seeks 
to represent.


B.7 The data used to construct a Benchmark deter-
mination should be sufficient to represent accurately
and reliably the underlying assets or prices, interest
rates or other values measured by the Benchmark.
These data should be anchored by observable trans-
actions entered into at arm’s length between buyers
and sellers in the market for the underlying assets 
or prices, interest rates or other values the Benchmark
measures in order for it to function as a credible 
indicator of prices, rates, indices or values. Admin-
istrators may rely on non-transactional data such 
as offers and bids and adjustments based on expert
judgment for purposes of constructing an individual
Benchmark determination, but such data should only
be used as an adjunct or supplement to transactional
data. The principle does not prohibit the use of non-
transactional data for indices that are not designed 
to represent transactions and where the nature 
of the index is such that non-transactional data is used
to reflect what the index is designed to measure.


B.8 A Benchmark Administrator should fully disclose
the Methodology to the public. Where this is not 
possible for legal reasons, the relevant information,
such as weightings and prices of components, 
should be disclosed to the public prior to any changes
in the composition of the Benchmark, with sufficient
notice so as to allow for a proper reassessment 
by Stakeholders.


B.9 A Benchmark Administrator should have gover-
nance and compliance functions and processes 
to enable it to operate effectively and ensure the quality
of the Benchmark. A Benchmark Administrator should
provide well-defined criteria and procedures to select
members of the governance and compliance functions
that participate in the determination of the method-
ologies for the calculation of the Benchmark. Gover-
nance bodies of Benchmark Administrators should
include members who are independent and appointed
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from outside those that through ownership or other
linkages could face conflicts of interest, in particular
those representing members contributing to the Bench-
mark. Members of governing bodies should be present
and fully involved in ensuring that Benchmark Admin-
istration respects internal rules and procedures. Details
of the membership of the relevant governance and
compliance functions should be disclosed to the public,
along with any declarations of conflicts of interests
and the processes for appointment to and removal
from the governance and compliance functions.


B.10 A Benchmark Administrator should have 
procedures to enable its oversight functions to report 
to their respective Supervisory Authorities, if any, 
any irregularities, unusual submissions or misconduct
by the Benchmark Submitters of which the Admin-
istrator becomes aware.


B.11 A Benchmark Administrator should comply
with any query from its Supervisory Authority or,
when it is not under the responsibility of a Supervisory
Authority, is encouraged to co-operate with the Super-
visory Authorities responsible for the other actors,
markets and instruments involved in the setting of
the Benchmark to which it contributes.


B.12 A Benchmark Administrator should record 
minutes of relevant meetings of its oversight functions
along with details of all interactions between the
Benchmark Administrator and Benchmark Submitters,
Benchmark Calculation Agents and Benchmark 
Publishers. Meeting minutes should be kept for 
a minimum of five years and be made available 
to Supervisory Authorities upon request. A Benchmark
Administrator should keep audit records of all data
used by Benchmark Calculation Agents and Bench-
mark Submitters in the process of calculating 
the Benchmark as well as of all the Methodologies
used to calculate the Benchmark. 


B.13 The governance and compliance functions 
of a Benchmark Administrator should seek to ensure
that Principles applying to Benchmark Submitters,


Benchmark Calculation Agents and Benchmark 
publishers are implemented. In particular, the Bench-
mark Administrator should require Benchmark 
Submitters, where they are part of the Benchmark
setting process, Benchmark Calculation Agents and
Benchmark publishers to publically and periodically
confirm adherence to these Principles.


B.14 A Benchmark Administrator should establish 
an effective whistleblowing mechanism as well 
as complaints procedures in order to facilitate early
awareness of any misconduct or other irregularities
that may arise.


B.15 A Benchmark Administrator should establish,
implement and maintain adequate internal control
mechanisms on the data contributed. This should 
include consistency and plausibility checks 
on the basis of transaction-based or other verifiable
data where available.


B.16 A Benchmark Administrator, when outsourcing
Benchmark Calculations to a third party, should 
retain adequate access to and control over the activities
of the third party. A Benchmark Administrator should
have formal selection criteria as well as contractual
and service level arrangements in place when out-
sourcing Benchmark Calculations to a third party, and
periodically audit the services performed by the Bench-
mark Calculation Agent. In particular, a Benchmark
Administrator should retain adequate access to and
control over the activities of the Benchmark Calculation
Agent, including a proper functioning of its Bench-
mark computation process, and the ability to check
its compliance with the Methodology of the Benchmark.


B.17 A Benchmark Administrator should publicly
disclose a confirmation by its management 
of compliance with the above principles as well
as the confirmation received from the Benchmark 
Submitters, the Benchmark Calculation Agent and
Benchmark publisher. 







ownership or other linkages could face conflicts
of interest, in particular those representing members
contributing to the Benchmark. 


In addition, DBAG discloses details of the member-
ship of the relevant governance and compliance
functions to the public, along with any declarations
of conflicts of interests and the processes for appoint-
ment to and removal from the governance and 
compliance functions. In all further aspects, this
ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same as IOSCO
Principles 3, 4 and 5, therefore further details 
on DBAG’s response can be found under the respective
principles in Section IV. 


B.10 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 5, 14 and 19, therefore DBAG’s
response can be found under the respective principles
in Section IV. 


B.11 Currently, DBAG is not being supervised by any
regulatory authority in its capacity as an Administrator,
and there is no legal basis for such supervision.
Where the law permits and where appropriate, DBAG
would co-operate with relevant Supervisory Authorities.


B.12 DBAG has a detailed policy for data retention
which requires all relevant meeting minutes are stored
for at least five years.


Further details are provided under DBAG’s response
to principle 18 in Section IV.


B.13 DBAG is not considered a Benchmark Submitter
and does not currently use submissions in any 
of their own-branded indices. Please also refer 
to our response to IOSCO Principle 14 under Section IV
for further details.


DBAG confirms its adherence to the ESMA-EBA 
principles within this report and has also requested
confirmations from the relevant third-party providers.


DBAG’s Response


B.1 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 5, 6, 8, 9 and 11, therefore
DBAG’s response can be found under the respective
principles in Section IV.


B.2 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 6, 8 and 11, therefore DBAG’s
response can be found under the respective principle
in Section IV.


B.3 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principle 12, therefore DBAG’s response
can be found under the respective principle 
in Section IV.


B.4 DBAG has clear policies for communicating 
errors in the Benchmark within its Rulebooks defined
for all DBAG-branded indices.


B.5 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principle 14. DBAG’s response can 
be found under the respective principle in Section IV.


B.6 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principle 10, therefore DBAG’s response
can be found under the respective principle 
in Section IV.


B.7 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 7 and 8, therefore DBAG’s 
response can be found under the respective principle
in Section IV.


B.8 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 9 and 12, therefore DBAG’s 
response can be found under the respective principle
in Section IV.


B.9 DBAG ensures that the relevant governance
function include members who are independent 
and appointed from outside those that through
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B.14 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 4 and 16, therefore DBAG’s 
response can be found under the respective principles
in Section IV. 


B.15 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principles 4 and 15, therefore DBAG’s 
response can be found under the respective principles
in Section IV. 


B.16 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially the same
as IOSCO Principle 2. DBAG has a Group Outsourcing
policy which covers the selection and monitoring 
of third parties involved in its Benchmark determi-
nation process.   


DBAG has outsourced defined tasks of the Benchmark
determination process, essentially the development
and maintenance of its indices, to STOXX and monitors
the outsourced services via an ISAE-3402 controls
report provided by STOXX.


Please also refer to DBAG’s response to Principle 2 
in Section IV.


B.17 Section III of this document contains the required
assertion of DBAG management in relation to the com-
pliance with the ESMA-EBA principles. The third-party
provider STOXX (Calculation Agent) has confirmed its
compliance with the respective ESMA-EBA Principles.


Procedures performed by PwC


B.1 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 5, 6, 8, 9 and 11 in Section IV.


B.2 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 6, 8 and 11 in Section IV.


B.3 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principle 12 in Section IV.
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B.4 Reviewed relevant provisions for error handling
and communication in DBAG Rulebooks and STOXX
Operational Handbook.


No exceptions noted.


B.5 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principle 14 in Section IV.


B.6 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principle 10 in Section IV.


B.7 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 7 and 8 in Section IV.


B.8 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 9 and 12 in Section IV.


B.9 Inspected DBAG’s governance disclosure and 
verified that governance bodies include members who
are independent and appointed from outside those
who are actively contributing to the Benchmark and
validated that the disclosures adequately address 
the recommendations of ESMA-EBA Principle B.9. 


Please also refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 3, 4 and 5 in Section IV.


No exceptions noted.


B.10 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 5, 14 and 19 in Section IV.


B.11 No procedures were performed because this item
was excluded from the scope.


B.12 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principle 18 in Section IV.


In addition, we also inspected evidence that DBAG
stored all relevant meeting minutes in accordance with
the recommendations of ESMA-EBA Principle B.12.


No exceptions noted.
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B.16 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principle 2 in Section IV.


B.17 Inspected evidence of confirmations of com-
pliance with the relevant ESMA-EBA Principles from
DBAG and from STOXX.


No exceptions noted.


B.13 Inspected evidence of confirmations of com-
pliance with the relevant ESMA-EBA Principles from
DBAG and from STOXX.


No exceptions noted.


B.14 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 4 and 16 in Section IV.


B.15 Please refer to our procedures with respect 
to IOSCO Principles 4 and 15 in Section IV.
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ESMA-EBA Principle


G.1 All those participating in the Benchmark setting
process and, where relevant, Benchmark Users should
put in place robust and credible contingency provisions
for cases in which there is a risk to the continuity 
of the provision of a Benchmark due to, for example,
a drying-up of market liquidity, an operational 
failure, a lack of submissions, transactions or quotes 
or the unavailability of the Benchmark.


G.2 The contingency provisions put in place by Bench-
mark Administrators should be transparent and 
ideally written into contract, so as to reflect the needs
of contracting parties. The range of possible solutions
may include the use of alternative data sources, 
including derivatives, or proxies such as algorithms
or expert judgments to complement market trans-
actions; increasing the time window for Benchmark
submissions; lowering minimum threshold amounts
for Benchmark submissions; or the use of a substitute


rate based on comparable underlying data. Bench-
mark Administrators should disclose to the public any
temporary switch – due to a contingency situation –
from a transaction-based system to an expert
judgment-based system and provide evidence for
such a switch.


G.3 A Benchmark Submitter should implement and
maintain systems that are adequate to ensure con-
sistent and timely delivery of submissions, including
during adverse events.


G.4 A Benchmark Calculation Agent should have 
appropriate technical and procedural contingency
plans in case of technical failure.


G.5 A Benchmark Publisher should have 
robust contingency provisions for unavailability 
of the systems required to ensure consistent 
and timely Benchmark publication.


5.3. Principles G1–G7: Principles for the Continuity
      of Benchmarks
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G.6 The contingency provisions put in place by Bench-
mark users, where relevant, should be transparent and
ideally written into contract, so as to reflect the needs
of contracting parties. 


G.7 A Benchmark user should develop robust contin-
gencies for the unavailability of a Benchmark within
contracts referenced to it. The contingency provisions
should be used in the event of interruptions in the
provision of a Benchmark, or other market disruptive
events which lead to the Benchmark not being calcu-
lated or published in the usual manner.


DBAG’s Response


G.1 and G2 This ESMA-EBA principle is materially
covered by IOSCO Principles 1, 2, 4, 7 and 8,  
therefore DBAG’s response can be found under 
the respective principles in Section IV.


DBAG has robust contingency measures in place which
address risks to continuity of the DBAG indexes:


�  Risks to the continuity of the Benchmarks, which
arise from a drying up of the market liquidity, a lack
of Submissions, transactions or quotes or the like, 
as well as situations with application of expert
judgment, are addressed in response to IOSCO
Principles 7 and 8 and the relevant rulebooks 
defined.


�  Risks to the continuity of the Benchmark, which
arise from operational failure and other technical
aspects, are covered by the business continuity 
policies of STOXX and DBAG (as the respective 
service providers to DBAG).


G.3 DBAG is not considered a Benchmark Submitter,
therefore no response to this principle is provided.


G.4 DBAG is not considered a Benchmark Calculation
Agent, therefore no response to this principle is made.


G.5 Please refer to our response to Principles G1–G2.


G.6 DBAG is not considered a Benchmark user, 
therefore no response to this principle is provided.


G.7 DBAG is not considered a Benchmark user, 
therefore no response to this principle is provided.


Procedures performed by PwC


G.1 and G2 Please refer to our procedures with 
respect to IOSCO Principle 1, 2, 4, 7 and 8 
in Section IV.


G.3 N/A


G.4 N/A


G.5 Please refer to our procedures with respect
to ESMA-EBA Principles G1–G2.


G.6 N/A


G.7 N/A
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About DBAG


The Group has an integrated business model that offers
its customers a broadly diversified range of products
and services. These cover the entire financial market
transactions value chain. The business model aims
to offer customers reliable services in an efficient 
and cost effective manner, based on the following
key principles:


�  Integrating different financial market services such
as trading, clearing, settlement, securities custody


�  Providing innovative liquidity and collateral 
management services


�  Providing index, market data and regulatory services


�  Providing these services for different asset classes
such as equities, bonds, funds, commodities, 
foreign-exchange products, fixed-income products
and derivatives on these underlyings


�  Developing and operating proprietary electronic
systems for all processes along the value chain


�  Organising an impartial marketplace to ensure 
orderly, supervised trading with fair price formation


�  Providing superior risk management services


Different requirements – combined expertise


The different steps and aspects of the financial 
market transactions process ask for a varied range 
of knowledge and competencies. At Deutsche Börse
Group, customers benefit from the combination 
of the long-standing expertise of the different Group
companies to get the best solution for every step
along the value chain: 


Listing and pre-IPO
Start-up companies enter into a decisive phase 
when they require liquid funds to expedite growth.
Since 2015, Deutsche Börse has become active 
in the venture and fintech area by creating initiatives
such as DB1 Ventures, Deutsche Börse Venture 
Network and the FinTech Hub. DB1 Ventures 
is the Group’s corporate venture capital arm investing
in strategically relevant fintech companies. 


Deutsche Börse Venture Network is a programme
connecting growth-stage companies from all industries
with potential investors. The objective of the pro-
gramme is to build an ecosystem of growth for young
and fast growing companies in the pre-IPO sector.
Amongst others, it offers a transaction service 
to enable and facilitate financing rounds, executive
trainings, specially designed event formats and 
an online platform.  


The Frankfurt-based FinTech Hub provides a sup-
porting environment for fintechs, e.g. by offering free
office space and on-location support by the Deutsche
Börse Venture Network team members. A set of differ-
ent events brings together the fintech community 
on a regular basis, offering expert talks, exchange 
of knowledge and networking.


Trading
On its electronic trading systems (e.g. Xetra® and
Eurex®), Deutsche Börse Group operates regulated
markets for equities, bonds and numerous other 
financial products, among them derivatives, i.e. con-
tracts derived from other assets or reference values.
Electricity and gas are traded at the European Energy
Exchange, forein exchange via the 360T® platform.
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Clearing
Deutsche Börse Group offers efficient clearing across
all types of trading. In addition, the Group’s clearing
houses – Eurex Clearing AG and European Commodity
Clearing AG – act as central counterparties: as buyer
to each seller, and as seller to each buyer to minimise
counterparty risk. 


Settlement and custody
Clearstream, Deutsche Börse Group’s provider of post-
trade services, is responsible for efficient global 
securities settlement. Once assets have been settled
correctly, they are held in safe custody. Clearstream
administers assets throughout the period for which
they are held, offering services such as the handling 
of corporate actions and dividend payments – across
all product types. 


Collateral and liquidity management 
Through Clearstream’s Global Liquidity Hub, the Group
offers financial institutions optimal liquidity and 
collateral management. Due to its links to depository
banks, trading platforms, central counterparties 
and other national central securities depositories, 
the open architecture provides access to a rich pool
of liquidity.


Indices, market data and regulatory services
STOXX Ltd. (STOXX) is the operator of Deutsche
Börse Group’s index business and a global provider
of innovative, tradeable index concepts. STOXX 
develops and dis-seminates indices that track markets
around the world. Its index families cover all countries,
regions and sectors as well as all investment themes
and strategies. The Group’s blue-chip indices include
the EURO STOXX 50® index and the DAX® index,
which track the performance of the 50 industry-
leading companies in the eurozone and Germany’s
30 largest companies, respectively.


In addition, Deutsche Börse offers different services
for fulfilling regulatory reporting and transparency 
requirements. Its Regulatory Reporting Hub enables
customers to meet highly complex and cross-policy
reporting and transparency obligations in the course
of MiFID II and further regulations.


Technology 
State-of-the-art IT systems provide the foundation 
for virtually all capital markets services. Deutsche
Börse Group develops IT systems for trading, clearing,
settlement and custody services, while ensuring 
the operational reliability of the data centres. 


Stabilising capital markets – creating sustainable
value for society


As the central point of contact between different 
capital market participants and regulators, Deutsche
Börse Group aims to promote market transparency.
Its objectives and strategies include discharging 
its corporate responsibility holistically. Thus, its man-
agement approach aims to sustainably strengthen and
preserve the value added to economy and society –
at all of its locations. 


Deutsche Börse’s head office is in the financial 
centre Frankfurt /Rhein-Main. With more than 
5,000 employees, it is also globally present: 
in Luxembourg, Prague, London, Zurich and 
Moscow, in New York and Chicago, in Hong Kong, 
Singapore, Beijing and Tokyo – and more locations 
for its customers the world over.


Full details about Deutsche Börse Group its products
and services is available on www.deutsche-boerse.com
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