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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 28 August 2024. 
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_CP1_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_CP1_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_CP1_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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	Name of the company / organisation
	FIA European Principal Traders Association
	Activity
	Investment Services

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	Europe


[bookmark: _Hlk124780170]Questions
CP on the amendment of RTS 2
Do you agree with the definition of CLOB trading systems proposed above? If not, please explain why.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_1>
Whilst the definitions of Continuous Lit Order Book and Frequent Batch Auctions/periodic auction trading systems appear to based on a view founded in equities markets, our members do not see any material issues with these insofar as they are relevant to  matters dealt with in RTS 2, subject to our comments in response to question 2 below.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_1>

Do you consider that the definition should include other trading systems? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_2>
FIA EPTA members support the proposed definition of Continuous Lit Order Book (“CLOB”), in particular noting that it encompasses trading systems combining elements of a continuous auction trading system and periodic auction trading system. However,  it is our understanding, in speaking with some ETD trading venues, that there are instances where the system that accepts pre-arranged trades subject to the rules of the trading venue is not considered to be part of the CLOB but is a separate and distinct trading system purely for crossing orders and thus would be considered a hybrid system (ie, “trading system not falling within the first five rows”) under the current RTS 2. In order to ensure that pre-arranged trades submitted subject to the rules of a trading venue meet appropriate levels of pre-trade transparency (i.e., either by availing of a pre-trade transparency waiver or by being matched on the trading venue with a reasonable chance for other market participants to interact in a competitive way with the crossing as per ESMA Q&A 13[footnoteRef:2] ), the definition of CLOB should include any trading system that accepts pre-arranged trades (cross orders) subject to the rules of a trading venue that operates a CLOB.  [2:  Page 71: https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma70-872942901-35_qas_transparency_is-sues.pdf] 


We would, also, recommend that ESMA remain open to the possibility of revisiting the definitions when it consults on proposed changes to RTS 2 concerning derivatives in case there are implications arising from those proposals that are not presently foreseeable.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_2>

Do you agree that the description of periodic auction trading systems set out in Annex I of RTS 2 is relevant for specifying the characteristics of those trading systems in the revised RTS? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_3>

Do you agree to use ESA 2010 to classify bond issuers If not, please explain and provide alternatives on how clarify how to classify sovereign, other public and corporate issuers.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_4>
FIA EPTA members support ESMA’s proposals. <ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_4>

Do you agree with the proposed LiS pre-trade thresholds for bonds? In your answer, please also consider the analysis provided in sections 4.2.1.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_5>
FIA EPTA members support ESMA’s proposals.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_5>

Do you agree with the proposed LiS pre-trade thresholds for SFPs and EUAs? In your answer, please also consider the analysis provided in section 4.2.2.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_6>

Do you agree with the approach taken for the illiquid waiver for bonds, SFPs and EUA? If you disagree with how the liquidity threshold is determined, please include your comments in Q11 for bonds, Q14 for SFPs and/or Q17 for EUAs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_7>
FIA EPTA members support ESMA’s proposals.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_7>

Do you agree with the changes to post-trade fields summarised in Table 5? Please identify the proposal ID in your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_8>
We support the proposed measures. In particular, the proposals to harmonise and improve the clarity of the trade reporting output of execution and publication venues are important measures to improve access and experience for reporting data consumers and to consequently improve price discovery. Similarly, measures to deprecate instrument reference data fields, where this information is already available in centralised sources (eg. FIRDS), would sensibly reduce the per trade reporting burden on reporting firms and increase the accuracy and consistency of instrument reference data provided to data consumers.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_8>

Do you agree not to change the concept of “as close to real-time as technically possible”? If not, what would be in your view the maximum permissible delay?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_9>
Yes, we agree with not changing the concept of “as close to real-time as technically possible” and agree with ESMA that it is essential that the maximum permissible delay should only be used by market participants that, for technical reasons, are not able to achieve real-time publication. Where real-time publication is achievable, post-trade reporting should occur immediately and not be systematically/artificially delayed. 

Additionally, whilst we agree with ESMA’s proposal to set the maximum delay at 5 minutes, we emphasise the importance of setting an expectation that this continue to be reviewed and adjusted downwards over time. Ongoing technological advancements and improved efficiency should result in overall faster publication with a reduction in technical reasons preventing real-time publication. The industry has shown its ability to adjust to a shorter timeframe as demonstrated by the permissible timeframe being adjusted downwards from 15 minutes to 5. Further, we observe the current FINRA proposals to reduce deferral periods under the US TRACE system applicable to corporate bonds from 15 minutes to 1 minute, demonstrating further reduction of publication times is not only desirable but also achievable[footnoteRef:3]. Accordingly, we expect this trend to continue and be reflected in regulatory expectations.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_9> [3:  SR-FINRA-2024-004 | FINRA.org] 


Do you agree with the changes proposed for the purpose of the reporting of OTC transactions?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_10>
FIA EPTA members support ESMA’s proposals.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_10>

Do you agree with the liquidity thresholds set out in Table 7 above? If not, please provide an alternative approach.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_11>
FIA EPTA members broadly agree with the liquidity thresholds proposed by ESMA. We consider these to be generally reasonable and in line with accepted industry metrics.

In addition, we agree that bond issuance amount outstanding is the appropriate criterion for assessing liquidity. This metric reflects the change in the liquidity profile of a particular issuance over time and is commonly used by fixed income indices.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_11>

Do you agree with the proposed thresholds specified in the above Tables? If not, please justify by providing qualitative data to your analysis and differentiating per asset class.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_12>
FIA EPTA members agree with ESMA that the vast majority of transactions should be subject to real time reporting and that only a very small proportion of truly exceptional trades should be subject to the longest deferral period.

Accordingly, we recommend that for corporate bonds the threshold for the maximum deferral period be set at EUR25 million to ensure only the most exceptional trades are captured. Referring to data published by Propellant.digital and ICMA for FY2023[footnoteRef:4], in relation to EU Investment Grade corporate bonds, setting the threshold at EUR25 million would result in 6% traded notional falling within this category in contrast to 12% being captured when the threshold is at the proposed EUR15 million. This is a significant difference with 6% seemingly more appropriate as a reflection of trades to be considered truly exceptional. We would also suggest that the price deferral for category 3 corporate bonds is reduced from the End of Trading Day to 15 minutes.  [4:  ICMA-SMPC-report-European-Secondary-Bond-Market-Data-H2-2023-March-2024-190324.pdf (icmagroup.org)] 

Whilst we do not disagree with using EUR50m as the higher threshold for sovereign bonds (at least as a starting point), EPTA members believe there is scope for this threshold to be considerably higher when one considers the market liquidity. For example, the main German bond future can have EUR200m on the Best Bid and Offer and, therefore, German bond trades up to that size can be immediately hedgable implying that the higher threshold for that German bond should be above EUR200m. We would, therefore, encourage ESMA to continue to set as ambitious levels as possible when it comes to reviewing these thresholds.  

In this regard we cite the premise that deferral periods should be based on the time a firm takes to hedge a position rather than the time to taken to economically unwind that position. We acknowledge that an important consideration in setting deferral thresholds is protecting capital at risk. However, balanced against the benefits to the market of greater transparency as the counter-point to capital protection, risk management is appropriately addressed via efficient hedging practices rather than exiting a position altogether.  

In addition, we strongly recommend that the publication thresholds should be set at “less than or equal to”, not merely “less than”. Trade sizes tend to towards round increments, particularly at the threshold levels proposed by ESMA. Therefore this distinction will have a significant impact at the margins in terms of the notional value subject to greater transparency.

By way of illustration, again using the Propellant.digital and ICMA data referred to above and regarding corporate bonds only, activity at trade sizes between 950k-999k and 1000001-1049999 is responsible for only 0.2% and 0.1% of notional respectively. However, trading at EUR1 million precisely is 6.1% of the traded notional.

	Trade Size (EUR)
	Percent of Total Notional (EUR)
	Percent of Total Transaction Count

	          1,000,000
	6.1%
	4.9%

	          2,000,000
	5.3%
	2.1%

	          5,000,000
	6.7%
	1.1%

	        10,000,000
	4.8%
	0.4%

	        15,000,000
	1.3%
	0.1%

	        20,000,000
	1.4%
	0.1%



<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_12>

Do you agree with the maximum deferral period set out in the tables above?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_13>
FIA EPTA members are very supportive of ESMA proposal not to take up the maximum deferral period allowed under the text of the MiFIR Review and to only defer price publication until the end of the trading day with respect to large trades. Whilst in all cases, our members have a strong preference for publication of both price and volume information, we nevertheless see these proposals as a step in the right direction towards meeting the MiFIR Review’s objectives of bringing greater transparency to non-equity markets. This timely provision of pricing information will aid trading and price discovery and contributes valuable simplicity to the regime.

In addition to supporting the objective of increasing transparency in aid of price formation, it will also make more data available to assess execution quality, enhance competition through reducing information asymmetry and enable sounder risk management through supporting more accurate data-driven decision making. Facilitating more timely publication of price and volume information will also support the value and efficacy of the bonds consolidated tape.

Longer deferral periods result in large information asymmetries forcing market participants to maintain wider spreads than would be needed if they had access to all relevant information. This results in liquidity deterioration and higher costs for end investors and is contrary to the objectives of MiFIR. 

We see no logical justification for delaying price publication past End of Day and refer to the US TRACE model as demonstrating the effectiveness of an approach with real-time reporting of prices across all trade sizes. A four week deferral for publication of price and size is far too long even for the largest sized trades and presents no material difference from the existing transparency regime. We refer to the following studies which illustrate the benefits of a more ambitious transparency regime as represented by the US TRACE model:
· Bessembinder, H., et al., “Market transparency, liquidity externalities, and institutional trading costs in corporate bonds” (2006) Journal of Financial Economics, available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/222515781_Market_Transparency_Liquidity_Externalities_and_Institutional_Trading_Costs_in_Corporate_Bonds
· Edwards, A. K., et al., “Corporate bond market transaction costs and transparency” (2007) The Journal of Finance, available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=593823
· Goldstein, M. A., et al., “Transparency and liquidity: A controlled experiment on corporate bonds” (2007) Review of Financial Studies, available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=686324
· Asquith, P., et al., “The Effects of Mandatory Transparency in Financial Market Design: Evidence from the Corporate Bond Market” (April 2019), available at: https://www.nber.org/papers/w19417
· Jacobsen, S., et al., “Does trade reporting improve market quality in an institutional market? Evidence from 144A corporate bonds” (2018) at pages 1 and 7, available at: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3171056 
We acknowledge that ESMA is empowered under the MiFIR Review pursuant to amended article 11(3)(h) to recalibrate deferral duration on a periodic basis with the aim of gradually decreasing it. We support this measure and encourage ESMA to be ambitious in its approach in order to realise the benefits of a more ambitious transparency regime as evidenced by the US experience. We believe a pragmatic and ambitious approach will be facilitated by the improved data available from the enhanced transparency regime and the emergence of the bond consolidated tape.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_13>

Do you agree with a static determination of liquidity and determine that all SFPs are illiquid? If not, can you suggest any alternative methodology on how to define liquidity for SFPs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_14>

Do you agree not to introduce changes to the threshold size currently applicable to SFPs as provided in RTS 2?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_15>

Do you agree with the maximum duration proposed?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_16>

Do you agree with a static determination of liquidity and determine that all EUA are liquid? If not, can you suggest any alternative methodology on how to define liquidity for EUAs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_17>

Do you agree with the proposed framework for the deferral regime for EUAs? If not, please suggest an alternative methodology.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_18>

Do you agree with the classification of ETCs and ETNs as types of bonds?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_19>
We support the proposal to continue to treat ETCs and ETNs as types of bonds where post-trade deferral thresholds are in line with ETFs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_19>

Do you agree with the liquidity determination for ETCs and ETNs. If not, please suggest an alternative approach to the liquidity determination.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_20>
We support the proposal. This is an appropriate simplification for reporting firms and report data consumers given the expected liquidity profile of instruments of this kind.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_20>

Do you agree with the pre- and post-trade thresholds? If not, please suggest an alternative methodology.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_21>
We support the proposed new thresholds. We note that, as RTS 2 instruments, ETCs and ETNs would continue to be subject to a longer deferral period than ETFs. In the absence of supplementary deferrals, our view is that this T+2 deferral is appropriate given the illiquidity of the instrument and the generally narrower base of underliers exhibited by instruments of this kind. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_21>

What is your view in relation to the implementation of the supplementary deferral regime for sovereign bonds?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_22>

Do you agree not to make any changes to the temporary suspension of transparency obligations framework as it currently in RTS 2?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_23>

Do you have any further comment or suggestion on the draft RTS? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_24>
Our members support the objectives of the MiFIR Review to enhance pre and post trade transparency in non-equity instruments. We believe that fully operative and genuine post-trade transparency provides significant advantages for both retail and institutional investors such as better, more reliable pricing, lower transaction costs and better liquidity across all trade sizes, including the largest sized block trades. We point to academic studies analysing the impact of the US TRACE regime for corporate bonds and the positive impact on competition and price formation yielded from real time price and volume publication. In this regard, we support a post-trade deferral model which prioritises real time publication of price and volume with deferrals of no longer than End of Day, with any longer deferral period only being made available in respect of truly exceptional trades by reference to size. 

An ambitious transparency regime will also support the success of the European consolidated tapes for bonds and derivatives by providing meaningful data for publication. A successful CT will further support the growth, resilience and competitiveness of European capital markets. 

Supporting evolution towards a more ambitious transparency regime will also aid European competitiveness. Other major financial markets are currently exploring significant reforms to enhance transparency. In the US, FINRA has recently proposed reducing deferral periods under the TRACE system applicable to corporate bonds from 15 minutes to 1 minute[footnoteRef:5]. For further information on the positive impact the TRACE regime has had on liquidity and price formation in the US corporate bond market, please see our response to question 13. The UK has also recently consulted on material reforms to non-equity transparency which will make a far greater proportion of traded volumes subject to real time publication.   [5:  SR-FINRA-2024-004 | FINRA.org] 


In this regard, it is important that consideration is given to ensuring there is not material divergence in transparency thresholds or deferral periods with a view to ensuring the respective EU and UK consolidated tapes function in alignment to effectively ameliorate regional liquidity fragmentation.

FIA EPTA members support the ambition and simplicity embodied in ESMA’s proposals regarding deferral periods and consider the data driven approach taken to calibrating thresholds has resulted in broadly sensible, pragmatic levels, subject to a few recommended adjustments addressed in our response, above. We encourage ESMA to continue with this ambitious and data driven approach when undertaking their periodic review of deferrals as provided under MiFIR in order to realise the potential for more liquid and efficient non-equity markets embodied in the objectives of the MiFIR Review.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_24>

What level of resources (financial and other) would be required to implement and comply with the draft amended RTS and for which related cost (please distinguish between one off and ongoing costs)? When responding to this question, please provide information on the size, internal set-up and the nature, scale and complexity of the activities of your organisation, where relevant.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_25>

CP on the RTS on reasonable commercial basis
Do you agree to the general approach used to specify the costs and margin attributable to the production and distribution of market data? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_26>
In order to effectively make markets and provide liquidity FIA EPTA members require comprehensive pre-trade (order book) and post-trade (trade ticker) market data provided at the lowest latency for trading and risk decisions, sourced directly from the trading venue via colocation facilities. 
For other, less latency sensitive processes such as fulfilling regulatory obligations, transaction cost analysis, post trade reconciliation and research our members also obtain data from APAs and a variety of data vendors. As high volume consumers of a variety of wholesale market data products, our members support regulatory efforts to bring more transparency to market data pricing and fairness to commercial practices.
Market data is inherently monopolistic in nature, with each trading venue operating as a de-facto mini-monopoly in respect of the raw market data, i.e. the orders, quotes and trades that are sent to and occur on their venue. There can be no competition between trading venues when it comes to pre-trade market data as it is not possible to substitute the order book data from one trading venue where an investor wishes to trade in that of another. 

Accordingly, it should be acknowledged that these market dynamics give rise to pricing power on behalf of many data providers, particularly trading venues, which necessitates regulation of pricing frameworks as envisaged by the Reasonable Commercial Basis framework. We welcome ESMA’s proposals and the efforts to strengthen this framework through the proposals set out in the consultation paper and draft RTS.
However, in order for these proposals to be effective in practice, supervisory convergence is essential particularly regarding scrutiny of data providers’ approach to implementing the fees, costs and margin provision. Adequate supervision and enforcement of this RTS across all NCAs is also essential for it to be effective. Whilst we acknowledge and appreciate the great progress in making the RCB framework more robust, it will only fulfill its potential if NCAs are consistent and vigilant in their supervision and enforcement.
FIA EPTA members are supportive of the general approach taken by ESMA regarding specifying costs and margin attributable to the production and dissemination of market data. We have a strong expectation that fees for market data should decrease as a result of applying this methodology. However, we believe that ESMA should be as prescriptive as possible in setting out the accounting methodology data providers are required to apply in order to derive a cost for producing and disseminating market data. This is particularly important in relation to the apportionment of joint costs and allocation of costs to specific “cost categories” as proposed in paragraph 190 and reflected in article 3 of the draft RTS (see our response to Q28 for further detail).

We are supportive of the proposal that data providers give relevant information to NCAs in a standardized format so that changes can be tracked and assessed by NCAs and scrutiny applied to assess whether a data providers’ calculation of market data fees is consistent with the RTS.
Any increase above a suitable index in the cost to produce and distribute, or the revenues generated from market data should trigger an audit of the disclosures and an RCB assessment by the NCA which should be publicly disclosed to ensure confidence that the regulatory framework is operating effectively. It is incumbent upon ESMA to ensure that these RCB provisions are applied consistently by NCAs by providing appropriate guidance.
In order to ensure compliance with the RCB framework as defined under the proposed RTS, the role and responsibilities of NCAs should be made clear and they should be both empowered to review and challenge data providers and have a clearly articulated expectation that they do so. The proposed framework will only be effective if it is subject to rigorous and consistent supervision by NCAs. We would also recommend including a mechanism whereby market data clients can raise concerns to the applicable NCA which gives rise to an investigation of the relevant data provider. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_26>

Do you agree with the proposed approach to cost calculation based on the identification of different cost categories attributable to the production and dissemination of market data (i.e. (i) infrastructure costs; (ii) connectivity costs; (iii) personnel costs; (iv) financial costs; (v) administrative costs)? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_27>
We generally agree with the proposed approach to cost calculation subject to our comments at Q28 below. We are particularly supportive of it being made clear that audit costs are not to be borne by the data user.  <ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_27>

Do you agree with the proposal of apportioning costs based on the use of resources (i.e., infrastructure, personnel, software…) for each service provided? Do you think the methodology to be used to apportion costs should be further specified? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_28>
Yes, we believe the methodology for apportioning costs should be further specified to ensure a consistent approach is taken by data providers in order to support transparency of pricing models and enable comparison both between data providers and of prices over time from the same data provider. 

Further prescription should be provided by ESMA on amortization standards and the appropriate sharing of joint costs. For example, thresholds should be established for allocating costs for employees who do not work exclusively in market data and data providers should disclose to NCAs their methodology for apportioning joint costs.

Only by incorporating uniformity in the model will the aims of comparability and assessment of compliance with the RCB provisions be achieved.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_28>

Do you agree that the net profit as defined in Article 3 of the draft RTS can be a representative proxy of the margin applicable to data fees and would you include additional principles to define when a margin can be considered reasonable? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_29>
This formulation is contingent upon the level at which fees for market data are set (implicitly acknowledged in paragraph 3 of article 3). Whilst we see that the principles set out in article 3(2) operate as a constraint on what amounts to “reasonable margin” we do not consider these to be adequate for ensuring market data fees themselves are reasonable, particularly given the lack of granularity in the methodology for determining costs. 

Further it is not entirely clear what the principle set out in paragraph 3 of article 3 aims to achieve. Market data consumption is non-discretionary for many trading firms, including our members. If a firm wishes to trade on a given trading venue, it must consume market data from that venue. By its nature and underlying many of the issues in this area is the fact that demand for market data is largely inelastic. 

It should be made clear in article 3 that a reasonable margin can only be applied to the aggregate cost for a given data product, not per cost heading. There is a significant risk that consumers with the least elastic demand for market data will be forced to bear the greatest cost burden. Accordingly, what is considered “reasonable” should also be subject to looking at the total cost paid by a given consumer.

FIA EPTA members would recommend that additional parameters be included by reference to which “reasonable margin” is to be determined as the current approach is too vague to effectively address consumers’ valid concerns around value based pricing. In particular, we recommend including in article 3 a stipulation that “reasonable margin” cannot be determined by reference to factors such as capacity to pay or inelasticity of demand and that ESMA establish a metric or percentage of the total production and dissemination costs deemed to be “reasonable margin” issued as Level 3 Guidance. Whilst we acknowledge ESMA does not have power to prescribe the level of margin charged, this would establish a commonly agreed benchmark to which market data clients and NCAs could have reference when assessing whether margin is indeed “reasonable”.

To ensure consistency with the requirement at Level 1 that the level of fees should be determined by the cost of producing and disseminating data plus a reasonable margin, we recommend that the appropriate benchmark be set as a percentage of costs which should be the same across all consumers with cost being the main variable in determining fees (i.e., rather than a different/separate reasonable margin being permitted to be set for each category of users as proposed in paragraph 232). This would protect against consumers who have the least elastic demand being charged fees incorporating materially higher margin.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_29>

Do you agree with the proposed template for the purpose of information reporting to NCAs on the cost of producing and disseminating data and on the margin applied to data? Please elaborate, including if further information should in your view be added to the template.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_30>
We generally agree with the approach taken in the proposed template and support the idea of standardized reporting by data providers. However, we believe there should be greater specification of how joint costs are apportioned and corresponding accountability on behalf of the data provider for justifying the approach taken to apportioning joint costs.

This approach will only be beneficial if there is a clear and concrete expectation that NCAs take an active role in ensuring data providers are complying with the requirements of the RTS. We see ESMA playing an important role in this regard both in setting that expectation and providing guidance to ensure supervisory convergence. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_30>

What are in your view the obstacles to non-discriminatory access to data taking into consideration the current data market data policies and agreements?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_31>
FIA EPTA members agree that the complexity of licensing structures and proliferation of additional overlapping licenses for market data result in a commercial environment where it is difficult to ascertain exact licensing categories applicable to a given consumer and also result in the same data being charged for several times under multiple licenses even though it may have the same end user. This is contrary to the requirement of article 5 of the draft RTS that only one category be applicable per client in line with the principle that a user only be charged once for data.

Our members therefore believe that usage/pricing categories should be simplified and standardized across data providers and should be limited to display, non-display and potentially one other category (we suggest “derived data” – see our response to Q42 below) to facilitate comparison, competition and scalability by data users. In particular, data providers should not charge multiple times for the same data depending on use case (e.g. levying separate charges for use of non-display data when trading as principal and when using data for risk and compliance purposes).
Data should also only be charged for once by reference to the “Natural User” as the unit of count for measuring consumption in relation to display data. An end user receiving the same data via different devices or channels should not be charged multiple times for receiving the same data, in line with the MiFIR requirements that data costs be based on the cost of producing and disseminating the data. For example, where there is only one natural user of display data, only one person is benefitting from the same data even if received via multiple channels or on multiple devices or applications. Please see our response to Q43 for further detail. 
Different channels can only justify different pricing arrangements if directly associated with the cost of production and dissemination of data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_31>

What are the elements which could affect prices in data provision (e.g. connectivity, volume)? Do they vary according to the use of data made by the user or the type of user? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_32>
It is evident that data products offering different levels of granularity would entail different costs and therefore justify different pricing. For example, top of book data is substantively different to full order book data. However, our members disagree that factors determining how the user consumes the data such as connectivity, volume or internal latency should be considered a legitimate factor impacting price. Typically, a market data client will already be paying separately for a faster leased line and/or co-location facility through which to receive low latency data. This suggests two principles that should be considered in this context:
1. Costs already charged to/borne by the market data client as a separate line item should not be included in the cost base for market data and therefore in the price. By way of example, a rental fee for rack space in a data centre as part of a co-location facility will be charged for separately to and should remain independent from market data. This cost is already being borne by the client and therefore including it as a cost for producing and disseminating market data is double-counting. We understand this is consistent with how data providers determine P&L targets for each division within their broader organisation, including ensuring that revenues for each division cover the costs of that division rather relying on cross-subsidisation from other areas.

2. Once data is received by a market data client, how it is used and distributed internally should not impact price regardless of how many applications, “devices” or users access that data or how it is applied internally by the market data client. The client has already been fully borne the cost of delivery at the point of entry/receipt. 
Regarding 2 above, FIA EPTA members strongly support the principle established by article 5 of the draft RTS that a user should only pay once for a set of data. 

To the extent that a user requires different arrangements for data provision due to the way they may use that data, this should only be reflected in price to the extent that it impacts the cost of production and dissemination of data, consistent with article 13 of MiFIR. For example, low latency connectivity may be more costly to support by the data provider and therefore justify a higher price that reflects that additional cost, but only that additional cost and no component of value based pricing.

Over the past 15 years our members have observed that trading venues have consistently added additional usage categories to their market data schedules and once one or two venues successfully pioneer a new approach, it is often rapidly adopted across the industry and becomes the new status quo. Often end-users of market data do not have any other option than to accept these new charges given the lack of viable alternative sources to obtain this critical input that guides both trading and risk management practices. 
Since the implementation of MiFID II, the two most significant new usage based fee categories adopted were (1) those relating to the use of market data for risk/compliance and other non-trading purposes and (2) those related to systematic internalisation.

Regarding (1): Prior to MiFID II, only a handful of exchange groups applied explicit fee categories for risk and other usage. MiFID II (Article 17(7) and subsequently RTS 6) introduced new and granular regulatory obligations on investment firms, with respect to real-time risk and compliance controls. In the period leading up to the implementation of MiFID II, EU trading venues often significantly increased these fees (on a percentage basis) or adopted the practice of explicitly charging for such use for the first time. Based on previous calculations performed by our members, this practice resulted in the largest percentage fee increase over the 2016-19 period.

Regarding (2): As has been widely acknowledged, the MiFID II legislation prompted both investment banks and principal trading firms to operate their own SIs. At the same time, most exchanges introduced new fee categories or amended existing premium fee tiers to cover the use of their market data to operate an SI. Regulation mandates that SIs publish continuous quotes that are close in price to the most relevant market and so are required to use primary market data to ensure they meet this obligation. Also, regulation mandates that trading venues, such as those relying on the reference price waiver, use primary market data as a reference to support their prices. Exchanges that provide primary market data can hinder competition by imposing unreasonable data fees and duplicative usage categories, potentially to challenge these other trading venues. This may also be the case for investment firms that are systematic internalisers in relation to non-display data. This is another market feature which makes demand for this data largely inelastic and therefore underscores the need for pricing constraints.

In addition to these usage based categories, data providers often have additional and costly licenses for “derived data” where the consumer uses raw data for internal applications which may involve a variety of different use cases ranging from running P&L calculations on a trading book to creating a new product from that data. The pricing associated with these licenses is another case where it is driven by the value to the consumer rather than the cost of production and dissemination of data. Automated risk management and P&L calculations are a by-product of trading and should not be charged for separately.

In terms of the data being consumed, this does not differ from general display or non-display data separately obtained under licenses specific to those products. It is just the use case that drives the demand for an additional license by data providers. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_32>

Do you agree with ESMA’s proposal on how to set up fee categories. Please justify your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_33>
In principle, FIA EPTA members agree with the proposal market data providers to ensure the same technical arrangements for customers belonging to the same category. However, we recognise that there may be significant practical barriers to ensuring the same level of latency and connectivity for a customer base that may be widely dispersed geographically. As a result, any discrepancies in latency or connectivity should be justifiable by the market data provider based on technical constraints and the capacities of their customers. Subject to this exception clearly tied to differential cost bases, we would support more simple and standardised fee categories, as described above.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_33>

Regarding redistribution of market data, do you agree with the analysis of ESMA? If not, please elaborate on the possible risks you identify and possible venues to mitigate these. In your response please elaborate on actual redistribution models.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_34>
FIA EPTA members experience some additional cost and complexity when receiving market data via a redistributor (or “data vendor”) however, the core of the problems driving high prices for market data and the complexity and opacity surrounding commercial arrangements lies primarily with data providers, not redistributors. 

Ultimately, we see this being a matter of applying the principle evident in MiFIR and ESMA’s proposals, that a user should only be charged for the same data once subject to a reasonable price differential reflecting any additional cost of providing and disseminating that data, as reflected in article 5 of the draft RTS. We do not see that broad-reaching new legislation is necessary to address the fundamental problems in this market, particularly at a time when there is discussion about streamlining EU regulation to improve international competitiveness. 

Under most (if not all) redistributor models used by our members, members are able to track and verify the number of end users which can be made visible to the data provider and is often done so under so called “Per User Programmes” or “netting programmes”. Therefore, requiring a redistributor to verify or confirm the number of end users who will receive the data is typically within the gift of the data provider, for example by imposing a contractual obligation on the redistributor to provide this information. Nevertheless, if the data provider is only incurring the cost of disseminating data to a single recipient when providing to a redistributor, it is not bearing the cost of onward dissemination to multiple end users. That is the function and cost burden of the redistributor. Accordingly, it is not clear why the redistribution model is inconsistent with the overarching principle of ensuring the price of market data reflects the cost of production and dissemination rather than the value to the end-user. This extends to distribution of data within a firm. As discussed above, any redistribution fees should only be applicable to distribution to the firm recipient, not distribution to end users within the firm.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_34>

Are there any other terms and conditions in market data agreements beyond the ones listed in this section which you perceive to be biased and/or unfair? If yes, please list them and elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_35>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_35>

Please provide your view on ESMA’s proposal in respect to (i) the obligation to provide pre-contractual information, (ii) general principle on fair terms, (iii) the language of the market data agreement, (iv) the market data agreement conformity with published policies and (v) the provision on fees and additional costs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_36>
Our members generally agree with the proposals regarding contractual terms, in particular the proposal to prohibit double application of fees for the same data.

FIA EPTA members acknowledge that for some data consumers, it will be useful to be provided with pre-contractual information. However, our members have no choice but to acquire market data directly from trading venues on which they trade. Accordingly, the provision of pre-contractual information will have no bearing on the fact they cannot switch providers. Each trading venue is the single non-substitutable source of market data necessary for Proprietary Trading Firms to trade on that venue. This underscores the need for pricing to be subject to regulation due to the anti-competitive dynamic inherent in this relationship. 

The same issue is relevant to the proposal for notice to be given of fee increases and be accompanied by a right of termination by the consumer. 

Regarding fee increases, our members would stress these should only be once per year and take effect at a time that coincides with budget cycles given the significant impact of market data fees on the cost base of trading firms. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_36>

According to your experience, has the per-user model been inserted in the market data agreements as an option for billing? If yes, do you have experience in the usage of this option? Is the proposed wording of this option in the draft RTS useful?  What are in your views the obstacles to its use?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_37>
Yes, it has but has been subject to some complications. 

FIA EPTA members believe that an “actual usage” standard should apply for assessing compliance with a per user count and that “per user” should be the standard default measurement unit of cost for display data. Provided firms have the necessary tools to identify end users and report on a per user basis, there should not be any impediment to them being charged on this basis, including by data vendors.

Under the “potential access” standard which is currently adopted by several trading venues a display user is considered fee-liable if they potentially had the ability to access market data from a source, regardless of whether or not they actually had accessed the data. This means that simple administrative oversights or overlooked changes to the “fine print” contractual clauses for specific market data products in market data policies can render subscribers liable for substantial penalty fees, sometimes backdated without limitation, for potential access charges regardless of whether the participant can prove that the data was not accessed. This would be comparable to requiring a household to pay for the potential electricity consumption of all appliances that are connected to the mains supply rather than the energy actually consumed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_37>

Do you agree with ESMA’s proposal on penalties? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_38>
Penalties are generally not standard practice amongst providers of other goods and services used by our members. Accordingly, we recommend ESMA make clear that penalties are not considered appropriate in the context of market data agreements as we see no justification for them. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_38>

Do you agree with ESMA’s proposal on audits? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_39>
FIA EPTA members appreciate the thought behind the audit proposals made by ESMA. However, we believe they should go further to rebalance the relationship between data providers and consumers so it more closely reflects the basis of any good faith commercial relationship. 
On this basis, our members support ESMA’s proposal that audits should be an exception rather than a commonly accepted practice, only permitted when there is evidence or a reasonable belief founded in fact of a material breach of the market data agreement. 
In any event, our members believe audit practices should be subject to the following additional requirements:
1. The scope of an audit (business lines, feeds, time period/look-back) should be defined prior to the audit commencing and be binding throughout the audit to prevent scope creep over time, including specifying which contract the data provider is using as the basis for an audit. The audit look-back period should be capped at 2 years, rather than the 3 years suggested by ESMA. In our members’ experience, audits often expand in scope and time period after they have commenced so these parameters should be set up front and adhered to. Audit scope should respect contractual privity. If the market data client has a data agreement only with a redistributor then it is the redistributor’s responsibility to ensure any conditions of the venue are complied with. 

2. Time limited: A reasonable fixed time should be set in advance within which the audit must be completed, including follow-up questions to prevent ongoing audits over many months.

3. Data policy scope: a data provider should make clear in advance which policies apply to the period subject to audit and align the audit period to the policy application period. Historical policies relevant to the audit should be made available to users to support compliance. 

4. Limited frequency: based on the premise outlined above that an audit should only be undertaken on an exceptional basis, there should be at least 2-3 years between audits (the conclusion of one and the commencement of another).

5. Information handling standards: data providers and, if used, external third party auditors, should be subject to reasonable professional standards regarding use and handling of information. The body conducting the audit should be required to handle information consistently with applicable data protection regulation (including GDPR). Data providers often use a third party to conduct audits and the same third party is often used by several different data providers. These third parties should be subject to reasonable professional standards regarding use and handling of information so there’s not improper use of firm information across different data provider clients of the third party auditor.

6. Audit findings should potentially benefit the consumer: typically a data consumer will be required to pay additional fees as a consequence of findings arising from an audit. If an audit reveals that a consumer has overpaid for market data, there should be scope for the consumer to be reimbursed for that overpayment. This is not typically the case today. Any time limit on retrospective liability should be mutual as should the application of interest to outstanding liabilities, whether payable to or by the market data client.

7. Third party auditors to receive fixed fees only: Engagement of external auditors should be subject to a fixed fee regime rather than being incentive based by reference to penalty recovery. Furthermore, third party auditors should only be used in very limited circumstances, where it is not practicable for the exchange to conduct the audit itself, such as where an audit is conducted in a different region/time-zone to where the exchange is based (e.g. a European exchange auditing an Asia-based consumer).  
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_39>

Would you adopt any additional safeguards to ensure market data agreements terms and conditions are fair and unbiased? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_40>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_40>

Do you agree with the standardised publication template set out in Annex I of the draft RTS? Do you have any comments and suggestions to improve the standardised publication format and the accompanying instructions? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_41>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_41>

Do you agree with the proposed list of standard terminology and definitions? Is there any other terminology used in market data policies that would need to be standardised? If yes, please give examples and suggestions of definitions.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_42>
FIA EPTA members believe a definition of “derived data” should be included to facilitate standardization of this concept. 

As discussed above, many market data providers currently require users to pay for an additional license for “derived data” which is typically costly and expansive in scope, such that it can capture simple modifications made to core market data for internal purposes including application of a simple formula for P&L calculations. 

Nevertheless, FIA EPTA members acknowledge data providers have a valid commercial interest in derived data when used to create products for sale and distribution to third parties for commercial purposes which justifies an exception to the principle that users pay the same fee regardless of what the data will be used for. Here there is a vital distinction between redistribution externally (which we agree can validly be charged for) and redistribution internally (which is unduly restrictive and results in punitive costs charged to the consumer). However, this exception should be construed narrowly and consistently across providers. Thus, we propose the following definition for “derived data”:

“Derived data” shall indicate market data used in the creation, settlement maintenance or support of derivative works by a market data client for commercial purposes connected to sale or use of those derivative works by third parties, including in relation to indices or financial products. It shall not include use of market data by the market data client for internal purposes including but not limited to risk management and accounting functions.

Definitions of “Display Data” and “Non-display Data” would need to be adjusted accordingly.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_42>

Do you consider that the “user-id” and the “device” should still be considered as “unit of count” for the display and non-display data respectively?  Do you think (an)other unit(s) of count can better identify the occurrence of costs in data provision and dissemination and if yes, which?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_43>
In relation to display data, “Natural User”, which should equate to an individual person, should be the unit of count. Provided a market data client is able to control access such that they can identify the individual corresponding to a user ID, this should be the sole unit of count applicable regardless of how many screens, terminals, applications or other “devices” those individuals may use to access the data. To the extent that a market data consumer uses their own infrastructure to disseminate data internally, this should not result in additional cost to the consumer, in line with the terms of article 5 of the draft RTS. 

In relation to non-display data, FIA EPTA members consider the concept of “device” to be problematic (at least in its current application by data providers) and somewhat outdated. We go into further detail regarding its shortcomings below. However, whilst “device” is far from ideal, it is extremely challenging to determine an acceptable alternative, particularly one that caters for different sized consumer firms with different usage patterns. Ideally, an entirely conceptually different approach would be adopted but we acknowledge this is a challenging task and difficult to arrive upon a model which meets interests of both small and large data consumers. However, given how central it is to fairness in pricing and commercial arrangements and also to transparency and predictability of charges for data consumers, it is an issue worth further consideration. We therefore recommend that ESMA continue to work with market participants to develop a fair, simple and comprehensive alternative unit of count for non-display data after this consultation period has closed, which could form the basis of ESMA Level 3 guidance to supplement the proposed RTS. 
 
Problems with “device” as a unit of count:
Definitions of “device” adopted by data providers are extremely broad and so vague as to create uncertainty on behalf of the data consumer regarding their ultimate fee liability. This often isn’t known until an audit has been conducted and a consumer will either face penalties for underpayment or find they have overpaid but cannot recoup the excess. 

In addition, it is very difficult to verify/log accurate device count. It’s our members’ understanding that only one third party entitlement system currently supports an accurate device count and if firms do not have access to this system (or even where they do) they are often open to penalties via audit processes due to an inaccurate assessment by the data consumer. Furthermore, our members inform us that if an exchange offers a tiered fee model, it is not possible to qualify for any of the lower consumption tiers unless this sole third party entitlement system is used, thus forcing market data consumers to acquire this specific system. Otherwise, they automatically fall within the highest, most expensive fee tier. The definition of “device” should be clear and precise so determining fee liability is a simple and verifiable process without having to rely on a third party entitlement system. Ultimately, data consumers should have certainty over how much they will be charged for data in a given period by reference to a clear, concise, verifiable definition.

Furthermore, the way charging by “device” for non-display currently operates penalises market data clients for the decisions they make regarding their own internal distribution, data centre set-up and operational resilience measures. Any market data client using a separately co-located server as well as their basic non-display trading application will be charged for two devices. If that client chooses to have two data centres for resiliency purposes, they will be charged for three devices. Firms generally split their UAT environment from their production environment which is not only good practice but is also generally a regulatory requirement, then that becomes six devices. This multiplies quickly when additional servers are added for different trading strategies. These practices are adopted by firms who are seeking to create stable and resilient trading environments to ensure minimal market disruption, yet they are being penalised by duplicative market data fees for doing so. 

Accordingly, the concept of “device” as a unit of count should include a carve out for access to non-display for the purposes of development, UAT, support and resilience purposes where consumers are also consuming data for trading purposes. This would be consistent with the principle that consumers only pay once for the same data and is based on the suggested tiered model outlined below. 

Finally, the concept of “simultaneous access” is often incorporated into the definition of “device”. If a device has the ability to access data multiple times simultaneously, each potential simultaneous instance of access is charged for. In this regard, we express a strong preference for application of an “actual usage” standard as outlined in our response to question 37 rather than potential usage as to do otherwise in this context is double-charging.

Proposed tiered model:
To further ameliorate the problems with “device” as the unit of count for non-display data, FIA EPTA members recommend that data consumers should instead be charged a flat fee applied to tiers of user category, with a market data client only being eligible for a single category, in line with article 5 of the draft RTS which specifies that only one category shall be applicable per user.

FIA EPTA members suggest the tiers for non-display data be simple and limited along the lines of the following:
1. Operating a trading platform
2. Trading as broker
3. Trading as principal
4. Other non-display.
Descriptions and parameters of each tier should be clear and distinct such that it is obvious to the consumer which tier they fall into and why. This would ensure the user only pays once for non-display data in accordance with article 5 of the draft RTS. To ensure there is not a disproportionate cost burden on smaller firms, it may be appropriate to incorporate bands or brackets representing different prices for different levels of usage as is currently done by some trading venues (e.g. 0-5, 6-10 users, 11-30 users, 31-50 users etc), provided these bands are not overly restrictive so as to constrain a firm’s growth, the highest bracket is set at a sufficiently high level such that a medium sized regional firm does not automatically fall within the highest usage category and “user” is clearly defined, with unit count capable of accurate determination by the consumer (e.g. without having to rely on a single third party entitlement system). The issue with current use of brackets is that use of “device” as a unit of count usually results in a market data consumer firm easily falling within the highest most expensive “enterprise” category. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_43>

Do you foresee other types of connectivity that should be defined beside “physical connection” to quantify the level of data consumption? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_44>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_44>

Do you think there is any other information that market data providers should disclose to improve the transparency on market data costs and how prices for market data are set? If yes, please provide suggestions.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_45>
Red-lines of market data policies should be made available on the data providers website in an easily accessible place, with versions clearly labelled and dated so it is clear to consumers what changes have been made when in order to support compliance with their terms.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_45>

Do you agree with the approach on delayed data proposed by ESMA? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_46>
Delayed data should be available in the same format as the same live market feed and via the same infrastructure as the live data, just delayed by 15 minutes) and available to download for up to one week after creation for free, not just for a very limited period after the 15 minute window has passed. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_46>

Do you agree with the proposal not to require any type of registration to access delayed data? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_47>
We agree with ESMAs view that registration practices should not hamper access to delayed data nor should it  impose unnecessary barriers. To the extent that a data provider needs a contact to service the relevant account, details of a designated administrator at the market data client should suffice. It is not necessary for a data provider to have contact details for all users of delayed data within a firm.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_47>

ESMA proposes the RTS to enter into force 3 months after publication in the OJ to allow for sufficient time for preparation and amendments to be made by the industry. Would you agree? Would you suggest a different or no preparation time? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_48>
On the understanding that the final (or at least near final) text of the RTS would be available at the end of this year, our members don’t consider it necessary to allow for an implementation period longer than the proposed 3 months. However, we acknowledge ESMA’s proposals may require data providers to make substantial changes to their current operations and so we would not object to a longer implementation period if ESMA considers it necessary, for example 6 months. <ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_48>

Do you have any further comment or suggestion on the draft RTS? Please elaborate your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_49>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_49>

What level of resources (financial and other) would be required to implement and comply with the RTS and for which related cost (please distinguish between one off and ongoing costs)? When responding to this question, please provide information on the size, internal set-up and the nature, scale and complexity of the activities of your organisation, where relevant.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_50>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_50>

CP on the amendment of RTS 23
Do you agree with the proposal for a daily reporting of reference data for both transaction reporting and transparency purposes?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_51>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_51>

For the purposes of both equity and non-equity transparency, do you prefer to retain the MiFIR identifier as currently defined or to rely on other fields for classification purposes? If latter, please outline the proposed solution.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_52>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_52>

Is in your view, the granularity level of the MiFIR identifier adequate for the purposes of MiFIR transparency in the equity and non-equity space? If not, how should it be adjusted?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_53>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_53>

How do you expect the change in scope of instruments subject to transparency to impact transparency reference data? Would you agree to maintain the current whole set of reference data for non-equity instruments, currently in RTS 2, in RTS 23? If not, please specify which reference data should not be retained in the view of the revised scope.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_54>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_54>

Do you agree with deleting Field 5 of RTS 2, Annex IV, and use the CFI code for the purposes of derivatives’ contract type classification?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_55>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_55>

Do you agree with the proposed alignment between RTS 23 and RTS 2 as set out in this section? Please provide details on which alignment is (not) feasible and why, considering the impact in terms of comprehensiveness and consistency of the reported information.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_56>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_56>

As it concerns “underlying type” classification, do you agree with the proposed reliance on CFI and other reporting fields? With specific regards to Field 27, do you have proposals on how that field may be streamlined?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_57>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_57>

Do you see additional room for simplification and/or alignment of reference data for transaction reporting and transparency purposes? What would be the impact in terms of one-off and ongoing costs, benefits and change management of such simplifications, in particular with respect to reducing and consolidating data flows to ESMA that exist currently?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_58>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_58>

Do you have suggestions on how the fields mentioned above may be improved and streamlined?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_59>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_59>

Do you agree with the above assessment of the necessary adjustments to be made in the RTS 23 to accommodate for the identifying reference data?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_60>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_60>

Do you see a need to specify the ‘date by which the reference data are to be reported’ different from the date of application or have other comments with regards to the proposed timeline? If so, please specify.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_61>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_61>

Are there any other international developments or standards agreed at Union or international level that should be considered for the purpose of the development of the RTS on reference data?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_62>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_62>

Do you agree with the changes proposed in the tables above? Should any other changes be considered to align the MiFIR reporting specifications with the international standards, EMIR and / or SFTR?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_63>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_63>

Do you foresee any challenges with the proposed approach under which the CSDR publications would be integrated in FIRDS?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_64>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_64>

Do you have any comments with regards to the inclusion of additional fields in the instrument reference data published by ESMA to indicate whether the instrument is in the scope of CSDR and to specify which MIC corresponds to a venue with the highest turnover or the most relevant market in terms of liquidity?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_65>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_65>

Do you support inclusion of the new fields listed above?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_66>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_66>

Do you agree with the amendment listed above for the existing fields?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_67>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_67>

With regards to monitoring of de-listing and re-admission, which option is preferable in your view: (i) reporting by the trading venue of all previous trading periods in the repeatable fields 10, 11 and 12 or (ii) implementing adequate reporting logic of events impacting the instrument (new, modification, termination etc) in order to enable ESMA to reconstruct all trading periods?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_68>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_68>

Do you support suppressing the reporting of the fields listed above?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_69>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_69>

Do you foresee any challenges with the use of JSON format comparing to XML? Please provide estimates of the costs, timelines of implementation and benefits (short- and long term) related to potential transition to JSON.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_70>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_70>

In addition to including a field to identify the DPE, are there any other adjustments needed to enable comprehensive and accurate reporting of reference data by the DPEs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_71>
In general, FIA EPTA members are supportive of the amendment to Level 1 (art 21a MiFIR) which aims to separate the obligation to trade report from Systematic Internaliser (SI) status. However, in our opinion, the current proposal for the RTS contains elements that could potentially undermine this Level 1 objective. By simply replacing the definition of SI with Designated Publishing Entity (DPE), the proposal contains some flaws which do not reflect the fundamental differences between a DPE and an SI:
1. A DPE is an investment firm responsible for making transactions public through an APA in accordance with Article 20(1) and Article 21(1).
1. An SI is an investment firm which, on an organised, frequent and systematic basis, deals on own account when executing client orders outside a regulated market, an MTF or an OTF, without operating a multilateral system, or which opts in to the status of SI.

Below are a number of concrete examples of inaccuracies that need further clarification especially for the situations where a DPE acts as counterparty to an SI but the DPE is not itself acting as an SI. We believe that the RTS should only refer to Trading Venues so it then aligns with Level 1. 

1. Beyond the Level 1

The Level 1 text, as amended, specifically states in Article 27(1) of MiFIR that “With regard to financial instruments admitted to trading or traded on a trading venue or where the issuer has approved trading of the issued instrument or where a request for admission to trading has been made, trading venues shall provide ESMA with identifying reference data for the purposes of transaction reporting pursuant to Article 26…”. The requirement that SIs provide competent authorities with reference data has been deleted from MiFIR. 
We argue, therefore, that the draft RTS goes beyond the Level 1 in requiring designated trading venues and publishing entities to provide reference data when the Level 1 only requires trading venues to provide this. 

1. DPEs not necessarily the entity offering the securities 

We refer to article 1 of the draft consolidated RTS (strike-through as per Annex V of the Consultation Paper):

“Trading venues and designated publishing entities systematic internalises shall provide ESMA competent authorities with all details of financial instrument reference data (‘reference data’) referred to in Table 3 of the Annex that pertain to the financial instrument concerned.” 
It is not clear to us how (or indeed why) DPEs are expected to be able to provide the details of financial instrument data given that the instruments are not traded on the DPE but by the DPE on an SI. In practice, this would require an additional data stream from the SI to the DPE, which would entail additional operational and cost burden for both parties. 

1. RTS suggests DPEs act as a trading venue, which they are not

We refer to article 2 of the draft consolidated RTS (strike-through as per Annex V of the Consultation Paper):
“1.   Trading venues and designated publishing entities systematic internalises shall provide ESMA their competent authority by 21.00 CET on each day they are open for trading…
2.   Where a financial instrument is admitted to trading or traded, including where an order or a quote is placed for the first time, after 18.00 CET on a day on which a trading venue or designated publishing entity systematic internaliser is open for trading […]” 
1. This article requires SIs to provide the reference data of the instruments traded on the SI to DPEs so that DPEs are able to provide ESMA with the relevant data. This seems like inefficient accumulation of steps compared to the current situation. The objective was to separate the requirement for reporting from SI status. 
1. This article refers to ‘each day that they are open for trading’ but the DPE is not open for trading. The DPE is a counterparty of the SI and not required to have designated operating hours in the same way SIs or trading venues are. 
As referred to above, we would recommend the RTS be amended such that only trading venues are required to provide reference data, consistent with Level 1 and and also with the scope of trade and transaction reporting requirements (insofar as they reference instruments traded on a trading venue).<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_71>

With regards to the categorisation of classes of financial instruments for the purpose of the DPE register, how such classes should be designated in the register? Is there any further information that should be included in the register to ensure its usability and interoperability with other relevant systems? Do you foresee any practical implementation challenges, and if so, how they could be mitigated?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_72>
Given the time available we haven’t been able to develop a detailed proposal on how instruments should be classified and categorised for this purpose but given how fundamental this process is to the functioning of the DPE regime, we strongly recommend ESMA continue to work on this process to determine a meaningful and practical taxonomy applying sufficient granularity to enable DPEs and their clients to have certainty over reporting processes.<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_72>

Are any other adjustments needed to enable comprehensive and accurate reporting of Article 8a(2) derivatives under RTS 23?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_73>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP1_73>
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