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[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in the Consultation Paper and in particular on the specific questions in this reply form. Comments are most helpful if they:
· respond to the question stated;
· indicate the specific question to which the comment relates;
· contain a clear rationale; and
· describe any alternatives ESMA should consider.
ESMA will consider all comments received by 31 March 2023. 
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
· Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in this reply form. 
· Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_1>. Your response to each question has to be framed by the two tags corresponding to the question.
· If you do not wish to respond to a given question, please do not delete it but simply leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
· When you have drafted your responses, save the reply form according to the following convention: ESMA_CP MANUAL post-trade transparency_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_CP MANUAL post-trade transparency_ABCD.
· Upload the Word reply form containing your responses to ESMA’s website (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes). All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 



Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the close of the consultation, unless you request otherwise. Please clearly and prominently indicate in your submission any part you do not wish to be publicly disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. A confidential response may be requested from us in accordance with ESMA’s rules on access to documents. We may consult you if we receive such a request. Any decision we make not to disclose the response is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.

Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the headings ‘Legal notice’ and heading ‘Data protection’..
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[bookmark: _Hlk124776172]General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	Bloomberg LP
	Activity
	Other Financial service providers

	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country/Region
	UK


Questions
[bookmark: _Hlk124780170]Published Q&As moved to the Manual
Please share any feedback you may have on the additional topics highlighted in section 3.1. Do you believe that other specific technical topics shall be addressed on top of those described in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 above and presented in the rest of this CP.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_1>
The identification of OTC derivatives should be based upon the Unique Product Identifier (UPI) – ISO 4914.  The UPI was developed by ISO at the behest of global regulators and is being adopted in many jurisdictions, including in the US and Asia, as the identifier for products such as Interest Rate Swaps in regulatory reporting. 
Adopting the UPI as the basis for EU reporting in MiFIR and EMIR would help the EU to achieve the policy objective of aligning EU and international standards and identifiers for the reporting of OTC derivatives.
Basing identification of OTC derivatives on the UPI is a better option because:
· The assignment data set is more meaningful in terms of grouping together economically similar or identical products. As such the UPI is a better basis on which to develop EU reference data approaches for these products, rather than attempting to further adapt the OTC ISIN.
· It will not generate the unmanageable proliferation of codes needed for the OTC ISIN. 
· It will improve reporting efficiency, as there will be a substantially reduced time lag in terms of the availability of reference data in EU databases. This is because following the initial assignment of UPIs to common product sets, the need to generate new codes will be very limited, and compared to the ISIN workflow, quite infrequent. In most cases, firms wishing to trade a swap will be able to use an existing UPI, rather than having to generate a new ISIN which will only appear in FIRDS overnight.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_1>

CFI code – MiFIR identifier mapping analysis
Do you agree with ESMA’s proposed amendments to the CFI code – MiFIR identifier mapping?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_2>
Overarching Comments on ESMA’s Approach:
We are cognisant that, as a global standard, CFI codes go beyond the scope of MiFID II and ESMA’s remit. However, in our experience, inconsistencies in the assignment of CFI codes can hamper their use for classification of some RTS 1 and RTS 2 instruments. 
We understand that the prevailing guidance has been for market participants to engage with the National Numbering Agencies (NNAs)/Association of National Numbering Agencies (ANNA) on CFI queries.  We are grateful for the assistance of the NNAs/ANNA in responding to CFI queries. However, it would also be beneficial if ESMA could liaise with the NNAs/ANNA directly.
Equity Instruments
We tend to agree with ESMA’s assessment that the main challenges relating to CFI codes and the CFI-MiFIR ID mapping lie on the non-equity side. 
However, we do encounter cases of non-equity instruments which appear in equity FITRS (and vice versa) as a result of the CFI code. In some cases, securities migrate from non-equity FITRS to equity FITRS due to changes in the CFI code assigned. 
As an example, we have seen cases of securitised derivatives (e.g., warrants) assigned ‘RS’ and ‘RP’ codes, which would map to MiFIR ID ‘SHRS.’ ESMA could consider broadening the CFI-MiFIR ID mapping to allow these and other CFI code combinations beginning with ‘R’ to be mapped to ‘SDRV.’ 
Furthermore, the delineation between different exchange-traded products (ETFs, ETCs and ETNs) continues to pose challenges. This is addressed in our comments on non-equity issues below.
Non-Equity Instruments
Money Market Instruments (MMIs) (p.20, para. 21-22): 
The current CFI-MiFIR ID mapping does not capture the full universe of instruments which would meet the definition of money market instruments in Article 11 of CDR 2017/565 and the additional criteria specified in the Transparency Q&A. This is because money market instruments are frequently assigned CFI codes that do not conform to ESMA’s current ‘DY’ CFI rule. In particular, we have observed sovereign treasury bills with a maturity at issue of 397 days or less assigned a ‘DB’ or ‘DT’ CFI code (as opposed to a ‘DY’ CFI code). This gives rise to such instruments being attributed a ‘BOND’ classification and resultant FITRS records being generated.
In the event that non-DY CFI codes continue to be assigned to money market instruments, and in order to align the mapping more closely with the definition in Article 11 of CDR 2017/565 and the guidance in the Transparency Q&A (Q16, Section 4), ESMA could consider:
1) Revising the CFI-MiFIR ID mapping to allow other CFI prefixes to be considered money market instruments (provided that the instrument meets the definition of a money market instrument, as above). 
2) Providing additional guidance to clarify that instruments which are within the scope of the money market instrument definition (e.g., government treasury bills with a tenor of 397 days or less), but which have a CFI code other than ‘DY’, should also be considered money market instruments.
ETCs/ETNs (p.25, para. 36)
We have observed issues with exchange-traded products (e.g., ETCs and ETNs) that have been assigned CFI codes which would map to MiFIR ID ‘BOND’, ‘SFPS’ or ‘SDRV’. According to the current CFI-MiFIR ID mapping, ETFs should be identified with a CFI code starting with ‘CE’ and ETCs and ETNs with a CFI code starting with ‘EY’. However, ETCs, ETNs and ETFs are often assigned a CFI code starting with ‘D’, which would result in the instruments being classified as ‘BOND’ or ‘SFPS’. 
This then has knock-on effects for reporting as firms are prompted to provide bond-related data points, such as ‘bond type’ (Field 9 of RTS 2 reporting), and other bond related reference data (Fields 14 to 23 of RTS 23 reporting), which are not available given that the instruments are not bonds. 

We therefore agree with ESMA’s proposal to expand the scope of instruments that can be reported with a CFI code starting with ‘DA’ to include ‘ETCS’ and ‘ETNS’. However, as ‘ETCS’ and ‘ETNS’ have different characteristics from ‘SFPS’, we recommend that the existing FIRDS-CFI validation rules for ‘DA’ instruments are relaxed accordingly. The current FIRDS CFI validation rules mandate the population of fields 14 to 17 when reporting ‘DA’ instruments. However, this information would not be available in the case of ETNs and ETCs. 
Mortgage Bonds (p.25, para. 32)
It is our understanding that by ‘mortgage bonds’ ESMA is referring to covered bonds, which have been one of the main bond types where misassignment of CFI codes has been observed. Covered bonds are frequently assigned a ‘DA’ or ‘DG’ CFI code, which maps to ‘SFPS’ in the ESMA CFI-MiFIR ID mapping. 
According to the CFI standard, 'DG' corresponds to mortgage-backed securities (MBS) and 'DA' to asset-backed securities (ABS). Both categories in the CFI standard refer to securitisations, as distinct from covered bonds, which are bonds secured against a pool of mortgages. On this basis, and as ESMA outlines in its analysis, covered bonds should not be assigned ‘DA’ or ‘DG’ codes, although assignment of these codes to this bond type is frequent. 
In addition, whilst ESMA points out that the ‘DB*S**’ code in the CFI standard could more appropriately be assigned to covered bonds, we have observed covered bonds being assigned other CFI codes (such as those beginning with ‘DT’).
In the light of the above, further guidance could be beneficial to clarify that instruments that are assigned a ‘DA’ or ‘DG’ CFI code, and are clearly covered bonds, should be classified as ‘BOND’, and not as ‘SFPS’.
Instruments classified as ‘DM****’ – p.25, para. 33 
The allocation of ‘DM’ CFI codes to instruments other than bonds (e.g., to structured finance products and securitised derivatives) is fairly commonplace. On that basis, ESMA’s suggestion of opening the mapping to include SFPs as well as bonds is logical. However, given that securitised derivatives can also be assigned ‘DM’ CFI codes, and the fact that the ‘DM’ code is defined in the ISO CFI standard as corresponding to ‘debt instruments that do not fit into any of the groups of debt instruments’, ESMA could consider extending the mapping to include both SFPs and SDRVs.
Instruments classified as ‘DT****’ – p.25, para. 34 
We have observed ‘DT’ CFI codes assigned to a variety of instrument types, including bonds, securitised derivatives, and to a lesser extent, structured finance products. Given that the CFI standard defines the ‘DT’ prefix as applicable to debt instruments issued from a programme, this code refers to the issuance method, rather than to the attributes of the instrument, and thus could be assigned to multiple types of debt. As a result, ESMA could consider broadening the CFI-MiFIR ID mapping to allow the ‘DT’ code to be mapped to MiFIR identifiers other than ‘BOND.’

In some cases, a more appropriate (granular) CFI code could be assigned. For instance, when securitised derivatives are assigned a ‘DT’ CFI code, it prevents the use of a more granular code like ‘DS’ (capital protected structured instruments) or ‘DE’ (structured instruments without capital protection linked to an underlying stock). 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_2>

Referring to the section “Distinction among the different bond types”, do you see the need for further clarification to be included, or further refinements to the existing CFI-MiFIR Identifier mapping?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_3>
In ESMA’s Final Report on the Review of RTS 2 (Section 5.1.3.4.1), ESMA provided context to the amendments to the definition of bond types in Table 2.2 of Annex III, clarifying that: 
“[…] the bond characteristics/structure is the first element to consider (i.e. convertible and covered bonds). Only bonds that are not classified on this basis, are then classified based on their issuer, which can be a sovereign, a corporate or another public entity.”[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma70-156-4825_final_report_-_rts_2_review.pdf 
Section 5.1.3.4.1, Para. 157, p.52] 

This is reflected in the revised Table 2.2, where the insertion of the line ‘means a bond which is neither a convertible nor a covered bond’ in the definitions for ‘sovereign bond’, ‘other public bond’ and ‘corporate bond’ indicates that the sequence of operations for defining bond type should be as follows: 
· Is the bond a convertible or a covered bond? 
· If yes, classify as ‘convertible bond’ or ‘covered bond’ accordingly. 
· If no, proceed to classify the bond according to the characteristics of the issuer (‘sovereign’, ‘other public’ or ‘corporate’).
However, this would seem to be at odds with the linked Q&A on bond type, published by ESMA as a “stopgap” until the entry into force of the reviewed RTS 2, which suggests a slightly different order of operations: 
· Is the issuer of the bond a ‘sovereign issuer’? 
If not:
· Is the issuer of the bond a ‘other public issuer’? 
If not:
· Is the bond a ‘convertible bond’? 
If not:
· Is the bond a ‘covered bond’?
If not: 
· Is the bond a ‘corporate bond’?
As a result, it would be beneficial if ESMA could provide further details in the Q&A on bond type, to:
a) Reconcile the Q&A with the amended definitions in Table 2.2, Annex 3 of the reviewed RTS 2;
b) Clarify how market participants should proceed in cases where there are overlaps between categories. Whilst overlap is clearly not expected between categories such as ‘sovereign bond’ and ‘convertible bond’, there are cases of covered bonds issued by entities which would usually be classified under the ‘sovereign’ or ‘other public’ categories.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_3>

Do you see the need for further clarification to be included, or further refinements to the existing CFI-MiFIR Identifier mapping not presented in the previous answer?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_4>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_4>

[bookmark: _Toc123728638]Equity - Reporting fields: table 3 of Annex I, RTS 1
Do you agree with ESMA’s Level 3 guidance for table 3 of Annex I of RTS 1?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_5>

[bookmark: _Toc123728639]Non-equity - Reporting fields: table 2 of Annex II, RTS 2
Do you agree with the guidance provided for bonds? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_6>

Bonds
Do you agree with the guidance provided for bonds? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_7>


SFPs
Do you agree with the guidance provided for SFPs? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_8>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_8>

[bookmark: _Toc123728643]ETCs and ETNs
Do you agree with the guidance provided for ETCs and ETNs? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_9>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_9>

[bookmark: _Toc123728644]Interest rate derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for bond futures, bond forwards and bond options? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_10>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_10>

Do you agree with the guidance provided for IR futures, FRAs and IR options? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_11>

Do you agree with the guidance provided for interest rate swaps (IRS), IR, futures and IR swaptions? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_12>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_12>

Concerning IRS (section 6.5.1.5), do you consider that a second “spread” field for the spread on the second floating leg would be necessary or in the case of swaps with two floating rates there is always one leg with the spread, if any
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_13>

Concerning IRS (section 6.5.1.5), do you consider that a second “price” field for the fixed rate of the second leg in the case of fixed-to-fixed swaps even if such contracts have not been identified to be TOTV at this stage?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_14>

Concerning Bond forwards (section 6.5.1.1), do you consider that further guidance is needed? If, so please provide concrete examples and proposals.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_15>


[bookmark: _Toc123728653]Equity derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for equity derivatives? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_16>

For equity derivatives with an index as underlying (sections 6.5.2.3 and 6.5.2.4) how would you populate the price notation filed until the second RTS 2 review? After the second RTS 2 review, would you agree with ESMA’s proposal to define an appropriate code for this field?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_17>

[bookmark: _Toc123728658]Credit derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for credit derivatives (CDS and options on CDSs)? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_18>

Concerning options on Index CDSs and single-name CDSs (section 6.5.3.2), do you consider that further guidance is needed? If, so please provide concrete examples and proposals.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_19>


[bookmark: _Toc123728661]FX derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for FX derivatives (forwards, options and swaps)? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_20>

[bookmark: _Toc123728665]Commodity derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for commodity derivatives (futures, options and swaps)? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_21>

[bookmark: _Toc123728669]Emission allowances and derivatives thereof
Do you agree with the guidance provided for emission allowances and derivatives thereof? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_22>

[bookmark: _Toc123728674]Securitised derivatives
Do you agree with the guidance provided for securitised derivatives? Do you think that it is sufficient? If not, in respect of which field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_23>

[bookmark: _Toc123728675]Contract for difference (CFDs) and spread bets
Do you agree with the guidance provided for CFDs and spread bets? Do you think that the guidance is sufficient? If not, in respect of which contracts and field(s) should be required? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_24>

[bookmark: _Toc123728676]Flags
Do you believe that further guidance is needed? Is there any specific use case for which you deem it necessary to provide further guidance?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_25>

Would you agree with ESMA’s proposal to further specify the differences between portfolio transactions and portfolio trades? What are the main differences between a package transaction and a portfolio transaction involving? Please provide details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MPTT_26>
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