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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 17 January 2025. 
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_RTS2224_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_RTS2224_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_RTS2224_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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	Bundesverband der Wertpapierfirmen (bwf)
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	Investment Services
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[bookmark: _Hlk124780170]Questions

Are any other adjustments needed to enable comprehensive and accurate reporting of transactions which will enter into scope of the revised Article 26(2)?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_01>

General Comment 
bwf is representing predominantly medium-and smaller investment firms in Germany. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes and the alignment efforts between RTS 22 and RTS 24. We understand the aim of these proposals is to streamline reporting obligations and improve data quality. However, we stress the importance of ensuring that any changes are accompanied by a thorough cost-benefit analysis (CBA) to evaluate their impact on market participants, particularly SME investment firms. Against this background, we have identified the following main concerns:
· Lack of clarity: Key concepts like "Effective Date" and "Executing Firm" require further clarification.
· Inconsistency in application periods: The 12-month and 18-month application periods for RTS 22 lack justification.
· Scope of covered products: Uncertainties remain regarding the scope of covered products.
· Impact of new identifiers: The introduction of new identifiers, such as TIC and Chain-ID, may increase complexity and negatively impact competitiveness.
· Lack of cost-benefit analysis: The proposed alignment with EMIR and SFTR lacks a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis.
· Concerns regarding JSON format: The proposed JSON format would result in significant implementation challenges and may not be cost-effective.
· Lack of clarity on new subfields: The rationale behind 17 new subfields in the "Instrument Details" section remains unclear.
We emphasize that any new requirements should be evaluated for their necessity and efficiency. A comprehensive CBA is essential to determine whether the proposed changes would provide a net benefit to the market, especially considering the operational costs involved. Therefore, bwf urges ESMA to address these concerns and prioritize proportionality and cost-effectiveness in the revision of RTS 22 and RTS 24.

On the scope related to Q1:
The proposed amendments to Article 26(2) of MiFIR aim to reduce the scope of reporting, particularly for OTC derivatives. This is welcome as it would alleviate the reporting burden for firms. However, the removal of the TOTV criterion under Article 8(a)(2) raises concerns regarding the potential inclusion of certain centrally cleared products within the scope of reporting.
For example, centrally cleared IRS transactions that are not traded on venues (non-TOTV) could still fall under the scope of Article 8(a)(2) due to their clearing obligation. This could create reporting obligations for DPEs under FIRDS and lead to inconsistencies regarding how firms interpret and comply with the reporting requirements.
Further, we have concerns about the expanded scope of transaction reporting under Article 26 of MiFIR, particularly regarding non-TOTV (not Traded On a Trading Venue) underlyings (non-uTOTV): The proposal includes reporting obligations for derivatives with non-TOTV underlyings (non-uTOTV) such as commodities, foreign exchange rates, and certain indices. These underlyings can be difficult to identify, determine, categorize and to obtain the accurate reference data, especially for smaller firms with limited resources. This gives potential for inconsistent reporting across firms due to differing interpretations
While we support enhanced market transparency, we urge ESMA to provide clear guidance and desireably simplified reporting requirements for derivatives with non-TOTV underlyings to ensure proportionate implementation, particularly for smaller firms.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_01>


Does the existing divergence in the implementation of the MRMTL concept under Art. 4 and Art. 26 of MiFIR results in any practical challenges for the market participants? If so, please explain the nature of these challenges and provide examples.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_02>

[bookmark: _Hlk187914663]The existing divergence in the implementation of the Most Relevant Market in Terms of Liquidity (MRMTL) concept under Articles 4 and 26 of MiFIR currently does not present significant practical challenges for market participants. A concern of changing the concept is the potential impact on regulatory jurisdiction. In this context we are sceptical about potential consequences of the transfer of a security to another NCA. The original NCA may losing its authority to investigate market abuse or insider trading cases related to that security. This could lead to confusion and potential gaps in regulatory oversight, particularly if an NCA no longer has jurisdiction over key securities within its market.
It is important for ESMA to:
1. Clearly communicate any potential indirect effects of these divergences on reporting firms.
2. Provide detailed guidance to ensure consistent application of MRMTL across jurisdictions.
3. Consider a harmonized approach to mitigate inconsistencies and enhance clarity.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_02>


To what extent the rules applied for the determination of the RCA and RCA_MIC are relevant for your operations? Do you agree with the potential alignment of the RCA rules with the RCA_MIC rules for equities? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_03>

The rules for determining the Relevant Competent Authority (RCA) and RCA Market Identifier Code (RCA_MIC) are not perceived as highly relevant to our members’ operations at this time. While these rules are essential for regulatory clarity, their direct impact on day-to-day activities appears limited. The potential alignment of the RCA rules with the RCA_MIC rules for equities could enhance consistency across reporting frameworks. However, we recommend that ESMA:
1. Clearly communicates any implications of this alignment for reporting firms.
2. Provides detailed guidance on how these rules will be applied in practice.
3. Ensures that any changes do not introduce unnecessary complexity or burden on smaller firms.
Overall, while we recognize the importance of these regulatory frameworks, we believe that their relevance to investment firms operations is rather limited, provided that ESMA maintains transparency and clarity in its communications and guidance.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_03>


Do you agree with the proposed RCA determination rule for emission allowances and CIUs other than ETFs? Please provide details in your answer. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_04>

We do not have an opinion on the proposed RCA determination rule for emission allowances and CIUs other than ETFs at this time.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_04>


Do you agree with the proposed RCA determination rule for equities for which no sufficient data is available to calculate the turnover? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_05>

We do not have an opinion on the proposed RCA determination rule for equities lacking sufficient data to calculate turnover. However, it is important that definitions used across different databases, such as FIRDS and FITRS, and liquidity concepts, such as MRMTL are consistently applied to avoid confusion and ensure clarity in reporting and compliance. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_05>


Do you agree with the proposed RCA determination rules for the derivative contracts falling under Article 8a(2) of MiFIR? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_06>

We support the proposed RCA determination rules for derivative contracts falling under Article 8a(2) of MiFIR, as they are in line with the objectives of enhancing market transparency and ensuring accurate reporting.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_06>


Do you agree with the proposed amendments to RCA determination rules for index derivatives and depositary receipts?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_07>

We do not have an opinion on the proposed RCA amendments to RCA determination rules for index derivatives and depositary receipts.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_07>


Do you have any further comment or suggestion in relation to the inclusion of a new field to capture the effective date in transaction reports?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_08>

We generally agree with the intention to refine specific fields in the reporting framework. For instance, fields related to client categorization and transaction specifics should be designed to enhance clarity and usefulness. However, we urge caution in introducing new fields without clear evidence of their added value. Each proposed field should be justified with a detailed explanation of how it improves reporting accuracy or regulatory oversight.
bwf acknowledges the aim of the consultation paper to improve the quality and accuracy of transaction data by introducing a new field for the "effective date". However, we believe the proposed approach in the Consultation Paper (CP) introduces unnecessary complexity and potential burdens for the industry, particularly for smaller firms. Further, we believe the "effective date" field in MiFIR reporting is primarily relevant for OTC derivatives where the effective date in certain constalations may differ from the trade date, e.g. in the case of forward starting derivatives. For other instruments, particularly equities, we do not perceive a significant value in including this field in RTS 22, as it does not appear to contribute substantially to market abuse monitoring. The "trade date" field already provides the essential information for these instruments. 
If this field is retained, we believe ESMA should provide a clear and unambiguous definition of "effective date", ideally aligning it with industry standards such as ISDA definitions. In the absence of a clear definition, and if the field is maintained, we recommend using the "trade date" as the default value when the "effective date" is not applicable to avoid inconsistencies in reporting.
Our key concerns regarding the concept of "effective date" are the lack of clarity and consistency: The CP presents conflicting definitions for "effective date" across different instrument types. For example, it proposes settlement date for debt instruments but a future date for derivatives, creating confusion and the potential for inconsistencies.
Therefore, the first question to ask is what does "effective date" mean and how should it be interpreted?
Paragraph 54 of the CP indicates that “If the effective date is not specified as part of the terms of the contract on financial instruments, the parties shall report in this field the date of execution of the transaction.” This leads to the conclusion that the focus lies on the economic relevance of the transaction.
Similarly, paragraph 53 of the CP specifies that for derivatives, “the date when the obligation under the contract becomes effective, which may be in the future (forward starting date),” is to be used. 
However, the same paragraph 53 of the CP contradicts this principle by stating that "For debt instruments, the effective date should be the date when the transaction will be settled."
The settlement date, typically T+2 for cash/spot instruments, raises questions about why equities and bonds should have different effective dates. We strongly recommend using the same principle for all instruments, preferably the economic principle, i.e., the day of the executed transaction for spot instruments and the execution/expiry date for forward/future instruments and options.
Adopting a consistent definition of "effective date" across all spot instruments, such as shares and bonds, enhances regulatory clarity and reduces the risk of inconsistencies. Shares and bonds share fundamental similarities as spot instruments, in that they are traded with the intent to transfer ownership or rights at a specific price agreed upon during the trade execution.
Treating similar instruments differently creates unnecessary complexity and potential for inconsistencies in reporting and regulatory oversight. Harmonizing the definition for shares and bonds ensures coherence in the application of MiFIR reporting requirements, fostering operational efficiency and regulatory clarity.
Further the definition shall be on the “principle of economic relevance”. The trade date (date of the execution of the transaction) marks the point at which the parties enter into a legally binding agreement. This is the pivotal moment where the economic risks and rewards of the transaction are assumed by the parties involved (price fluctuations after execution no longer affect the agreed terms). At that point the essential terms of the transaction (e.g., price, quantity, and counterparty details) are agreed upon. Thereof, using the trade/execution date as the effective date aligns with the fundamental economic reality of the transaction, where price discovery and market integrity are most impacted. This makes the trade date the key reference point for regulators to monitor trading activity.
While settlement is crucial for finalizing the transaction, though critical for the final transfer of ownership, is administrative in nature and often influenced by operational factors (e.g., market holidays, T+2 cycles) that do not alter the economic reality established at execution. Therefore, it may not always accurately reflect the economic significance of the trade, especially for spot instruments with short settlement cycles. Delays in settlement can occur due to various factors, potentially distorting the timing of the transaction for reporting purposes. It is a lagging indicator of market activity and does not provide immediate insight into trading behavior.
Furthermore, MiFIR’s primary objective is to enhance market transparency and detect potential abuses. The trade/execution day, as the economically relevant moment, provides the clearest insight into market dynamics and behavior. By focusing on the trade/execution day, regulators can better track price formation and market movements, addressing risks before settlement occurs. 
Practical Considerations: Reporting based on the trade/execution day aligns with MiFIR’s reporting requirement, ensuring that regulators receive timely and relevant data to monitor market activity. Execution dates are typically readily available and easily identifiable in trading systems. This makes them a practical and efficient choice for reporting purposes, minimizing the need for complex calculations or data reconciliation.
Market participants already capture execution data in real-time for trade confirmation and post-trade compliance. Using this data minimizes the risk of errors or delays in reporting, compared to reconciling data after settlement. Many international regulatory frameworks (e.g., under the SEC in the United States) emphasize execution day reporting, facilitating consistency in cross-border trade reporting.
Options, swaps, forward and future contracts: Extending the argument further, the trade/execution day of the transaction should also be considered the effective date for options and all other derivatives, regardless of whether they are physically or cash-settled. For transactions of the option contracts, the execution day marks the moment when the buyer and seller agree on the premium, strike price, and other contractual terms. This point in time is economically decisive as it establishes the mutual obligations and market exposure of the parties, irrespective of when or how the contract is ultimately settled. The execution of an option contract marks another transaction that mimics a trade in a spot instrument and therefore has a different effective day, the day of the execution of the option. 
For swaps, if at all needed to be reported under MiFiR, the effective date shall also be the date of transaction (agreement) as this marks the economically relevant point. 
For OTC forward instruments the maturity or expiry date of the contract could be argued to mark the date when the agreement becomes effective. Typically, this would also mark the day of settlement but sometimes there might be additional settlement days depending on the instrument type. Using the actual settlement day might then create a non-homogeneous landscape of effective dates across typo of underlying instruments.
For exchange traded mark-to-market futures the entry into the contract marks the economically relevant date. 
Conclusion: Defining the effective date as the trade day (execution day of a transaction) for both shares and bonds reflects the economic reality of the transactions, aligns with regulatory objectives, and simplifies compliance for market participants. Such a harmonized approach ensures that regulators and participants focus on the moment that truly matters in the lifecycle of a trade—when the terms are set, and the market impact occurs.
By defining the effective date for shares and other spot instruments as the execution date, regulators can establish a clear, consistent, and economically relevant framework for transaction reporting under MiFIR. This approach enhances regulatory efficiency, reduces complexity for market participants, and promotes a more harmonized regulatory environment across jurisdictions.
Accordingly, the trade day of the transaction should also be considered the effective date for options and all other derivatives, regardless of whether they are physically or cash-settled. For OTC forward instruments (non-mark-to-market instruments) the expiry date could be used as effective date. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_08>


Do you agree that the concept of effective date applies also to transactions in shares? If yes, should the intended settlement date be considered as the effective date? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_09>

Please see our answer and considerations to Q8. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_09>


Do you agree with the inclusion of this new field according to the analysed scenario? Please specify if you see additional cases to take into consideration in the definition of this new field.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_10>

We agree that introducing a new field may be relevant in specific scenarios where a Trading Venue (TV) reports a transaction via an Approved Reporting Mechanism (ARM) because its trading member is not a MiFID entity. In these cases, the "Executing firm" would be the non-MiFID firm, and the "Submitting firm" would be the ARM. Currently, the TV itself is not explicitly identified in the reporting process, and this new field could address that gap.
However, for all other scenarios where the executing firm is responsible for reporting, there is no apparent need for this additional field.
We recommend that the new field be clearly defined to apply exclusively to the aforementioned situation to avoid unnecessary complexity and minimize the impact on data storage costs for most firms.
Furthermore, if the field is deemed necessary, we suggest associating it directly with the TV and leaving the field blank for other entities.
As examples were asked for during the public hearing: 
Consider a scenario where a trading participant on the Frankfurt Stock Exchange is not an investment firm. The exchange reports the transactions on behalf of this participant. If the stock exchange delegates the reporting obligation under Article 26 to a third party, this would be a case where the ‘Entity subject to the reporting obligation’ field would be relevant, identifying the exchange in this specific scenario."

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_10>


Do you agree with the assessment that the TVTIC reporting requirement applies to all type of on venue executed transactions (e.g., negotiated trades)?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_11>

bwf generally agrees that the TVTIC reporting requirement should apply to all types of on-venue executed transactions, including negotiated trades.
When such trades are brought to the exchange, they should be reported with the appropriate MIC code and, where applicable, the TVTIC. For negotiated trades executed off-book but still within the exchange's trading system, the exchange's MIC code should be used, and if a TVTIC is available, it should also be included.
While this approach aligns with current practices for most market participants, we acknowledge potential operational challenges. Ensuring consistent and reliable provision of the TVTIC from all trading venues may require further clarification and guidance.
Therefore, we recommend: Clear rules stipulating that all trading venues must supply the TVTIC for on-venue transactions and guidance from ESMA on best practices for TVTIC data collection and dissemination by trading venues. This will enhance transparency and simplify reporting for all market participants.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_11>


Do you have views on how to improve the consistency of the reporting of TVTICs? Please provide your view on the proposal of making mandatory the reporting of such information in validation rules when the MIC code is provided.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_12>

bwf believes that improving the consistency of TVTIC (Trading Venue Transaction Identification Code) reporting is crucial for enhancing transparency and regulatory oversight in financial markets. 
Concerning the use of Market Identifier Codes (MICs) in TVTICs, there are indeed inconsistencies that can lead to problems: Trading venues use MICs differently. Some use individual segment MICs for each of their markets, while others use a single operating MIC for all their segments. This inconsistency can create confusion and potential misidentification of the specific market where a transaction occurred.
To address these issues, it would be beneficial to establish clear guidelines on MIC usage within TVTICs. This could involve requiring the use of segment MICs where available, or implementing a standardized format that includes both the operating MIC and a segment identifier.
Making the reporting of TVTICs mandatory in validation rules when the MIC (Market Identifier Code) is provided is a positive step towards achieving this goal. This requirement would ensure that all relevant transaction data is captured uniformly, facilitating easier reconciliation and analysis by regulators and market participants alike. 
While reporting firms have a role in ensuring data completeness, close collaboration between regulators and trading venues is essential to guarantee consistent and timely TVTIC provision.
Therefore, we support the proposal to make the reporting of TVTICs mandatory when the MIC code is provided. However, ensuring that trading venues, rather than reporting firms, are primarily responsible for transmitting TVTICs is crucial. The current practice where firms sometimes construct TVTICs introduces significant inconsistency.
Before implementing a mandatory reporting requirement, ESMA should address the following:
· Trading venues must be obliged to provide TVTICs in a standardized format and through reliable mechanisms.
· Consistent and timely provision of TVTICs, particularly from OTFs, must be ensured, as current challenges in obtaining TVTICs from OTFs, especially for voice or chat-based trades, could lead to reporting gaps.
To improve reporting consistency, ESMA should require trading venues, including OTFs, to transmit TVTICs in real-time alongside transactional data, rather than in separate post-trade confirmation documents. This will enhance the efficiency and completeness of reporting.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_12>


Do you have views on how to improve the consistency of the TVTIC ( non-EEA TV TIC) generation process for transactions executed in non- EAA venue? Please provide your view on the proposed syntax methodology based on the already reported fields or suggest alternatives.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_13>

Please see our answer to Q14

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_13>


Do you agree with the proposal of identifying the non-EEA TV as the primary entity responsible for the creation of the non-EEA TV TIC code and for disseminating it?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_14>

TVTIC stands for “Trading Venue Transaction Identification Code”. Thereof the TV shall be responsible to derive the TVTIC. Thus, we cannot support the approach by a syntax which is specific and not uniform across all venues (including non-EEA TVs), except the TVTIC could reach the level of an ISO-Standard. This method is unlikely to produce consistent or reliable TVTICs. Additionally, requiring EU firms to generate a non-EEA TVTIC poses significant challenges, as these venues may either be unwilling or not obligated to provide the necessary details, placing an unnecessary reporting burden on EU firms.
bwf opposes the proposal to make firms responsible for generating the non-EEA Trading Venue Transaction Identification Code (TVTIC). The obligation to create the non-EEA TVTIC should rest solely with the non-EEA trading venues, as they are the entities conducting and reporting the transactions. It is unreasonable to shift this responsibility to firms trading on these venues, especially since non-EEA platforms do not fall under MiFID II regulations.
Before extending the TVTIC requirement to non-EEA venues, ESMA should first ensure that the current TVTIC framework within the EU is stable and harmonized. Persistent issues with the TVTIC, ongoing since its introduction in 2018, must be resolved before considering its application to non-EEA platforms. Therefore, we urge ESMA to reconsider this proposal and focus on ensuring that EU trading venues meet their obligations before expanding the requirement to include non-EEA venues.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_14>


Do you have any further comment or suggestion in relation to the definition of a new transaction identification code (TIC) for off venue transactions? Please provide your view for the proposed syntax methodology for creating the TIC based on the already reported fields, or suggest alternatives.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_15>

bwf is firmly opposed to the introduction of a new transaction identification code (TIC) for off-venue transactions. The requirement to create and disseminate a TIC, especially for manual negotiations, voice trades, or chat-based transactions, presents significant operational challenges. This proposal would make firms dependent on counterparties to generate a crucial code for accurate transaction reporting, which raises serious concerns about process efficiency and operational feasibility. Given the complexity and diversity of off-venue transactions, we believe this approach is impractical and could introduce more risks than benefits.
If ESMA chooses to move forward with this proposal, we recommend a more practical alternative, such as incorporating the LEIs of both the transaction initiator and the counterparty. This would enable firms to generate the necessary reports independently, without relying on the counterparty to provide the TIC. Additionally, ESMA’s proposal includes a ‘TIME’ field within the TIC syntax. Variations in time values reported by each party could lead to discrepancies in the TIC if firms generate it independently. Therefore, we suggest specifying the time as hh:mm or, alternatively, removing the field altogether to prevent inconsistencies.
Our experience with UTI dissemination under EMIR and SFTR demonstrates the challenges associated with reliance on external entities for critical reporting elements. The difficulties in UTI matching and timely communication underscore the risks of depending on counterparties, often leading to under-reporting or data mismatches. We anticipate similar issues with the proposed TIC and urge ESMA to reconsider. Instead, we recommend focusing on enhancing the consistency and efficiency of current transaction reporting processes.
Further if a TIC is needed for OTC, there is a strong argument against separating TVTIC (Trading Venue Transaction Identification Code) and TIC (Transaction Identification Code) for OTC trades. Instead, OTC trades can be incorporated with a specific OTC code as a Trading Venue (TV). This approach offers several benefits, such as a unified identification system (A single identification system for both on-venue and OTC trades simplifies the reporting structure. Assigning a specific "OTC" code as a pseudo-trading venue for off-exchange transactions streamlines the process.), improved data consistency and easier reconciliation: A single identifier system simplifies trade reconciliation across different reporting entities and systems, potentially reducing the complexity of data analysis and oversight for regulators. Further this could then be done in alignment with international standards and reduced implementation costs. 
By treating OTC trades as transactions on a conceptional "OTC venue" with its own code, one could maintain the benefits of the TVTIC system while extending its scope to all possible types of trades. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_15>

Do you agree with the proposal of identifying the “market facing” firm acting as the seller as the primary entity responsible for the creation of the TIC code of off–venue transactions and for disseminating it to the other “market facing” firm acting as the buyer?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_16>

If ESMA moves forward with the new TIC for OTC or as an TVTIC for OTC contracts, and if one counterparty is necessary to act as the venue that generates the TIC, then it should be the "deal proposer" which is taking the lead in structuring the trade terms and does the settlement calculations.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_16>

Do you have any further comment or suggestion in relation to the inclusion of a new field (INTC identifier) to capture in detail the aggregate orders? Please provide views on the proposed methodology for defining a common syntax or suggest valuable alternatives.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_17>

We generally support the inclusion of an aggregation identifier, such as an INTC identifier, to accurately capture aggregated orders. However, the successful implementation of this identifier is intricately linked to the concept of a chain identifier, as outlined in paragraphs 74-84, Q19-Q20 of this CP.
The chain identifier plays a role in aligning orders within their respective execution chains, ensuring that the correct execution price is attributed to each individual order. This accurate price attribution is essential for maintaining the integrity of transaction reporting.
Furthermore, it is imperative to address the privacy concerns associated with both the aggregation and chain identifiers. Implementing robust data minimization techniques and exploring anonymisation methods can effectively mitigate these risks.
Finally, establishing a standardized and flexible syntax for both identifiers will enhance consistency and interoperability across reporting systems.
For further explanation please refer to our answers in Q19 and Q20.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_17>

Do you agree that the executing investment firm should be responsible for generating consistently the INTC identifier?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_18>

Assigning responsibility for generating the INTC identifier presents challenges. Given that transaction reporting typically commences at the trading venue, retroactively assigning identifiers to pre-existing orders within an aggregate can be complex. This approach may also disrupt existing data flows and introduce operational complexities for both trading venues and investment firms. The optimal solution will depend on a thorough assessment of operational feasibility, data flow considerations, and the potential impact on existing systems.
Considering the close relationship between the INTC identifier and the chain identifier (as discussed in Q19 and Q20), a coordinated approach is crucial to ensure accurate order alignment and price attribution.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_18>

Do you agree with the proposal of how to report such additional field to identify and link chains in transaction reports? Please provide views on the key information to be considered for defining a common methodology for the syntax. Otherwise, please suggest alternatives for defining it and improve the linking process among chains.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_19>

We acknowledge the idea of creating a chain identifier (and INTC identifier) to better aggregate and allocate executed trades and prevent double-counting. The proposal to add new fields to identify and link chains in transaction reports has severe demerits:
1. Implementation complexity and operational burden: Firms (and the whole industry) would need to modify their systems, protocols and order routing systems (e.g. FIX, XONTRO, Bloomberg) to generate and track these identifiers throughout the transaction lifecycle.
2. Privacy concerns: The chain identifier might reveal sensitive information about trading strategies if not carefully designed.
There are two main approaches to creating these identifiers:
1. During Order Transmission: In this scenario, the investment firm aggregating orders (INTC identifier) or initiating (the first receiving a routed order or the first sending a routed order) a chain of transactions (chain identifier) would be responsible for firstly creating the identifier. The subsequent investment firms would then need to add layers to this identifier. This approach allows for immediate linkage of related orders and easier tracking of the order lifecycle but becomes very complex by adding up several layers depending on how often was routed (forwarded). 
2. After Execution on Trading Venue: Alternatively, the chain identifier could be generated post-trade by the executing investment firm (or the trading venue). This method is particularly useful for complex scenarios, such as when a large order is split and executed across multiple venues. After execution, a chain identifier (and the INTC identifier) could be assigned to link all three executions by the executing investment firm (and to allocate executions to orders).
Each approach has its advantages and drawbacks: Creating identifier during order transmission offers immediate linkage of related orders and easier tracking of the order lifecycle. However, it risks revealing positions or strategies, potentially impacting the order process beyond reporting obligations. It also introduces operational complexity in real-time identifier generation. On the other hand, creating identifiers after execution protects sensitive trading information and separates the trading process from reporting requirements. It needs more comprehensive post-trade analysis. However, this method may lead to difficulties in accurately linking related transactions and might require complex reconciliation processes.
The "Revealing Position" Argument: A significant concern with creating identifiers during order transmission is the potential exposure of a firm's trading strategy or inventory. For instance, if an investment firm regularly aggregates client orders for Tech Stock XYZ, and the cumulated chain/INTC identifier includes information about order size (cumulations from a frequency of orders) or information about the entities in the order chain, competitors might be able to deduce the clients’ or investments firm's position or the respective client base of investment firms. This could put the investment firm and their respective clients or trading partners at a competitive disadvantage and potentially lead to front-running or other unfair trading practices in the market.
To address these challenges, several additional factors should be considered: Standardisation is crucial. Implementing industry-wide standards for identifier creation and allocation methods would ensure consistency and reduce confusion across different market participants, but flexibility is also important. Allowing adaptable approaches regarding identifier generation based on specific trading scenarios could help address the diverse needs of different market participants and trading strategies. Privacy measures are essential. Developing anonymisation techniques for identifiers could help protect sensitive information while still meeting regulatory requirements for transaction reporting. By carefully weighing these options and considerations, regulators and market participants can work towards a solution that balances the need for comprehensive transaction reporting with the protection of market efficiency and participant interests.
A common methodology for chain identifier creation should balance several key factors. It should implement a hierarchical structure that embeds chain component information while preserving privacy, allow flexibility for various trading scenarios, and adhere to industry-wide standards for consistency. Incorporating precise timestamps would help accurately sequence events within a chain. As an alternative, a tiered identifier system could be implemented, consisting of an execution identifier created by the trading venue, a chain identifier generated by the order-sending investment firm, and an allocation reference created by the executing investment firm. This tiered approach would provide a clear audit trail from execution to the original order while safeguarding the privacy of order originators.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_19>

Do you agree with the proposal of identifying the entity executing transaction as the primary entity responsible for the creation of such code and for disseminating it?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_20>

Again, the time when the chain identifier will be added to the transaction reporting remains crucial. The later, the TV or the entity executing the transaction creates and disseminates the chain identifier the more advantages could be anticipated, e.g. execution-centric accuracy, reduced information leakage risk (By creating the identifier at the point of execution rather than during order transmission), enhanced privacy protection (executing entities have less visibility into the entire order chain) and operational efficiency.
While challenges such as limited visibility of the entire transaction chain exist, these are outweighed by the benefits of enhanced privacy and reduced risk of information leakage. The executing entity's role at the critical point of trade completion makes it the most suitable candidate for this responsibility, provided appropriate standards and guidelines are implemented.
There are privacy concerns, creating identifiers during order transmission could potentially expose sensitive trading information earlier in the process, risking front-running or other market abuses. The chain identifier might inadvertently reveal trading strategies or patterns if not carefully designed. Finally, there's a risk of compromising client confidentiality, especially for large or institutional investors.
To address these concerns, potential solutions could include: 1. Delayed identifier assignment: Generate the identifier closer to execution to minimize the window of potential information leakage. 2. Anonymisation techniques: Develop methods to create identifiers that provide necessary linkage without revealing sensitive details. 3. Tiered access: Implement a system where full identifier information is only accessible to regulators, while market participants see a limited version. These protective measures, while potentially effective, would indeed make the process more complex. The trade-off between transparency for regulatory purposes and protecting market integrity needs careful consideration.
Finally, we express our serious concern over the absence of a cost-benefit analysis in the ESMA consultation, as the proposed requirements are likely to result in highly significant additional costs and operational challenges without delivering clear benefits. We therefore recommend a more pragmatic approach, focused on improving and standardizing the existing TVTIC system rather than introducing new codes. Specifically, we suggest that trading venues be required and held responsible for providing a TVTIC directly to their members or to publish and centralize the TVTIC standards on an official platform, thereby enhancing transparency and consistency.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_20>

Do you agree with the proposed reference to Art. 3(3) of Benchmark Regulation to define the relevant categories of indices?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_21>

In principle, we support the alignment of the index categories in MiFIR with the definition in Article 3(3) of the Benchmarks Regulation. But we need a bit more clarification to fully understand what this could mean, especially when it comes to how it fits with other standards like those set out in the ANNA DSB and existing reporting obligations. If the definitions aren't in sync, it could lead to differences in the data reported to regulators, making it more complicated to manage both reports and the underlying instruments.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_21>

Do you see a need to specify the ‘date by which the transaction data are to be reported’ different from the date of application of the relevant RTS 22 or have other comments with regards to the proposed timeline? If so, please specify. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_22>

The consultation paper mentions a 12-month transitional period in paragraph 86: "[…] The application date should also ensure sufficient time for implementation, which – based on the experience with the launch of other reporting frameworks – should ideally be 12 months from when the technical documentation is available."
However, the annex of the draft RTS 22 (revised Article 17) specifies an 18-month period following entry into force: " […] It shall apply from [PO: Please insert date 18 months after the date of entry into force]."
Could ESMA please provide clarification on this discrepancy in the proposed application dates for the revised RTS 22?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_22>

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 transaction reporting?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_23>

bwf acknowledges the importance of considering international developments and Union-level agreements when developing the RTS on transaction reporting. However, we emphasize the need for a careful and considered approach to harmonization and alignment across regulations such as EMIR, SFTR, MiFIR, and others.
While aligning reporting requirements may offer potential efficiencies, it is crucial to demonstrate clear and tangible benefits in terms of transparency and data quality. The objective should not solely be to harmonize data fields, but to enhance the overall usefulness and coherence of the information collected for each regulation's specific objectives.
Furthermore, simplifying obligations and eliminating redundancies should remain a key priority.
The current consultation paper does not adequately demonstrate a clear cost-benefit analysis for the proposed alignment measures. We urge ESMA to provide a more detailed rationale for these proposals to ensure that any potential costs for market participants are fully justified and proportionate to the expected benefits.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_23>

Do you agree with the proposed alignment of fields with EMIR/SFTR requirements as presented in the table above? Are there any other fields that should be aligned?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_24>

Please refer to our answer to Q23.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_24>

Do you agree with the proposed approach for the alignment of reporting of the information related to direction of the transaction?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_25>

Please see the answer to Q23. Further the table in Paragraph 98 is very unclear regarding the intended application of the “proposed approach”; shall be applicableto MiFiR, to EMIR, to both or iterating? 
The penultimate row of the table in paragraph 98 postulates that the buyer of a contract shall be “short” rather then “long” in the contract. That contradicts the common understanding of long and short positioning in a bet. Please explain why it would be the casethat the buyer of an instrument is short on the underlying. This would need the assumption that the underlying itself is a short instrument, such as a PUT option or a CDS contract or that the payout of the “difference” in a CFD is defined this way around. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_25>

Do you agree with the proposed approach for the alignment of reporting of the information related to price?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_26>

Please see our answer to Q23 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_26>

Do you agree with the proposed alignment of the concept of complex trades with EMIR?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_27>

Please see our answer to Q23 and Q28. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_27>

Do you agree with adding the field ‘Package transaction price’ to align the reporting under MiFIR with EMIR Refit and CDE Technical Guidance?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_28>

bwf does not agree with adding the field ‘Package transaction price’ to align MiFIR reporting with EMIR Refit and CDE Technical Guidance, as no cost-benefit analysis has been conducted to justify this addition. Introducing such a field may impose significant operational burdens without clear, demonstrable benefits.
Given that paragraph 103 mandates that any instrument must be reported separately, adding a package price field is impractical without a corresponding package identifier. In transaction reporting, the presence of an ISIN is crucial for identifying financial instruments. If an ISIN exists, there is no need for a package identifier, as the ISIN adequately identifies the transaction. Conversely, if an ISIN does not exist or only applies to the underlying, the individual instruments must be reported. For packages referring to multiple underlyings, each underlying should be reported as a separate trade executed simultaneously, ensuring clarity and compliance with reporting requirements.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_28>

Do you agree with the proposed additional fields to allow for the reporting of the ISO 24165 Digital Token Identifier for DLT financial instruments and underlyings?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_29>

bwf acknowledges the idea of adding fields for the reporting of the ISO 24165 Digital Token Identifier (DTI) for DLT financial instruments and their underlyings. Standardisation through the use of DTIs has the potential to improve the identification and tracking of DLT financial instruments, as recognized by regulatory bodies such as the FCA. The FCA has shown support for the adoption of ISO 24165 DTI, citing its role in enhancing transparency and efficiency in financial markets.
However, we believe further analysis is necessary to assess the full impact of this addition. While the concept is promising, the absence of a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis raises concerns about the potential operational challenges and costs it may impose on market participants. It is crucial to ensure that the implementation of these new fields brings clear value in terms of transparency and efficiency in reporting, without creating unnecessary burdens for firms, particularly those with limited resources. Therefore, a thorough evaluation should be conducted to justify the adoption of these additional fields.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_29>

Do you agree with the proposed amendments to Art.4 to extend the transmission of order agreement also to cases of acting on own account? Please detail your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_30>

bwf supports the proposed amendments to Article 4 of RTS 22. Extending the transmission of order agreements to entities acting on their own account could potentially streamline reporting obligations, particularly for smaller firms. By delegating reporting responsibilities to their execution brokers under a bilateral agreement, these firms may experience a reduction in their reporting burden.
The effectiveness of this exemption depends on the clear definition and adherence to mutual agreements between the executing broker and the entity. These agreements must ensure the accurate and complete provision of data for reporting purposes.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_30>

Do you agree with the proposed amendments to Art.7 to include specific cases of portfolio and fund managers? Please detail your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_31>

We understand that the current transaction reporting guidelines (example 69) already require reporting the investment management entity (e.g. asset manager) acting under a discretionary mandate as the buyer/seller, not the client.
If the proposed amendments to Article 7 (2) aim to merely clarify this existing interpretation, we support their inclusion. Explicitly stating these cases within the RTS itself will enhance clarity and consistency in reporting practices, minimizing potential for misinterpretation and ensuring all market participants adhere to the same standards.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_31>

Do you have any comments on the proposed approach to updating the ‘Instrument details’ section in the Annex to the RTS 22? Please flag any additional aspects that may need to be considered.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_32>

The proposed updates to the ‘Instrument Details’ section in the Annex to RTS 22 introduce several additional subfields across multiple fields. However, these additions are not addressed in the consultation and require further clarification. The rationale behind these new subfields is unclear. For instance, regarding the MiFID identifier, since the CFI code is already provided, we question the necessity of adding new subfields related to this identifier. Moreover, the consultation does not explain or pose any questions about these additional subfields. This again appears to impose an unjustified additional burden on reporting entities without clear benefits.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_32>

Do you support inclusion of the new fields listed above? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_33>

bwf acknowledges the idea of including the new field 'Client category' listed in the consultation. However, we note once again that a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis has not yet been conducted to assess the potential advantages of these additions. Such an analysis is crucial to understand the true value these the 'Client category' field could bring to transaction reporting.
In particular, the field related to order routing requires careful consideration. It must be clearly defined whether the routing entity or the initial client is to be reported. This distinction is critical to avoid confusion and ensure accurate reporting. Furthermore, there are potential privacy concerns associated with identifying clients and their brokers. Care must be taken to protect sensitive information and prevent any unintended exposure of client identities or their respective positions. Therefore, while we see the merit in enhancing the reporting framework, we emphasize the need for clarity and thorough analysis before implementing these new fields.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_33>

Do you agree with the amendments listed above for the existing fields? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_34>

bwf acknowledges the proposed amendments to existing fields but stresses the importance of a thorough evaluation to avoid unnecessary complexity or burdens. Without a detailed cost-benefit analysis, it is difficult to assess their full impact. Clear communication and support for implementation are crucial to ensure these changes genuinely enhance the reporting process without imposing disproportionate costs on reporting entities.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_34>

Do you support suppressing the reporting of the field listed above? Please provide details in your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_35>

Yes, bwf supports suppressing the reporting of the field. However, it should not be optional for the reporting entity if it chooses to further report this field. This would reduce implementation costs of the reporting firms.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_35>

Do you agree with the proposal of including in the list of exempted transactions under Art.2(5) the disposal or selling of financial instruments ordered by a court procedure or decided by insolvency administrator in the context of a liquidation / bankruptcy / insolvency procedure?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_36>

bwf agrees with the proposal to include the disposal or selling of financial instruments ordered by a court or decided by an insolvency administrator in the context of liquidation, bankruptcy, or insolvency procedures in the list of exempted transactions under Art. 2(5). This exemption acknowledges the distinctive nature of such transactions, which are conducted under legal obligations and do not represent typical market activities.
Including these transactions in the exemption list would alleviate unnecessary reporting burdens for entities involved in insolvency proceedings, enabling them to concentrate on fulfilling their legal and fiduciary duties. It also ensures that the reporting framework reflects practical realities, providing a clearer representation of standard market activities rather than court-ordered or administratively mandated disposals.
Nevertheless, it should not be objected if a reporting entity opts to report these transactions independently of the exemption. Allowing this flexibility could help minimize implementation costs for reporting firms, as it provides an option to maintain consistency in reporting practices if desired. Therefore, exemptions should not be mandatory, ensuring that firms can choose to report such transactions based on their operational preferences.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_36>

Do you consider that the exemption in Art.2 (5) should take into consideration also other similar instances as described? Please elaborate your answer.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_37>

bwf does not currently have additional instances in mind that should be included under the exemption in Art. 2(5). However, we believe that the matter should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as new situations arise. It is essential to maintain flexibility in the regulatory framework to address emerging needs or unique scenarios that may warrant exemption.
We also emphasize that any such exemption should remain optional, allowing reporting entities the discretion to report transactions if they find it necessary for transparency or operational reasons. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_37>

Do you agree with the assessment and the proposal of expanding the perimeter of the exempted transactions to auctions in emission allowances?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_38>

bwf agrees with the proposal to expand the perimeter of exempted transactions to include auctions in emission allowances. This exemption reflects the specific nature of such auctions, which are typically conducted under regulated frameworks and serve distinct purposes related to environmental policy and market stability.
Exempting these transactions would reduce unnecessary reporting obligations for entities participating in these auctions, allowing them to focus on compliance with environmental regulations and the efficient operation of the auction process. It also ensures that transaction reporting remains relevant to standard market activities, enhancing the overall clarity and usefulness of the data collected by regulators.
However, this exemption should not be mandatory. Reporting entities should have the option to report these transactions independently if they believe it benefits their transparency or operational requirements. Providing this flexibility will help accommodate diverse reporting needs and ensure that the exemption does not hinder entities that may wish to maintain consistent reporting practices.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_38>

Do you agree with the proposal of narrowing the perimeter of the exempted novations to transactions having clearing purposes?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_39>

bwf acknowledges the rationale behind the proposal to narrow the scope of novations exempted from reporting to those specifically related to clearing arrangements. Novations involving a CCP in the clearing of CDS are already covered under EMIR reporting and typically do not change the exposure to the underlying credit, making their exclusion from MiFIR reporting a practical measure to avoid redundancy.
However, novations that do not involve a CCP, such as those occurring in bilateral agreements or compression cycles, can still have implications for market exposure and may warrant reporting to ensure comprehensive oversight. These novations, while not stemming from new trading activity, can reflect adjustments in market positions that could be relevant for market abuse detection.
Balancing the need for thorough market surveillance with the potential reporting burden is crucial. Compression cycles are typically tools that reduce overall exposure, including at a systemic level. Burdensome reporting that could hinder such actions would not favor the competitiveness of EU markets.
Only novations that are relevant for market abuse detection should not be exempted. Limiting reporting to these instances ensures the framework remains focused on regulatory objectives without imposing unnecessary burdens on market participants.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_39>

Please provide your views on the format for reporting and any challenges you foresee with the use of JSON format compared 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_RTS2224_40>

Regarding the format for reporting and the potential transition to JSON, we strongly advocate for maintaining XML as the preferred format for transaction reporting under MiFIR. XML already meets the requirements of the ISO 20022 standard, which is extensively used in financial reporting. Switching to JSON would require reevaluating and potentially altering existing standard compliance, adding unnecessary complexity and risking inconsistencies. Financial institutions have made substantial investments in XML-based systems and processes, and a transition to JSON would entail extensive redevelopment, testing, and staff training, leading to significant costs and operational disruptions.
Recently, the EMIR Refit transitioned from CSV to XML format, and moving to JSON now would create inconsistency across regulations, forcing firms to handle multiple reporting formats simultaneously. This shift would increase complexity and the likelihood of errors. Many firms have internal systems designed around XML, and changing to JSON would necessitate extensive mapping and translation processes, complicating data handling and raising the potential for errors. Moreover, a move to JSON would require updates to all related regulations, creating a ripple effect of changes and possible temporary inconsistencies in the reporting ecosystem.
The switch to JSON would also impose a significant technical burden on firms, especially given the recent efforts to implement XML-based reporting. This additional change would lead to further costs and resource demands. XML offers robust schema validation capabilities crucial for ensuring data consistency and accuracy in regulatory reporting. While JSON schema validation exists, it is less mature and not as widely adopted in the financial industry. Additionally, XML’s better interoperability with legacy systems reduces the risk of data loss or misinterpretation during reporting. Regulators and supervisory authorities have developed expertise and systems around XML-based reporting, and a switch to JSON would require significant retraining and system updates on their part.
While JSON might offer some advantages in data parsing and compactness, these benefits are marginal compared to the stability and reliability XML has provided over the years. The transition to JSON would likely involve substantial development costs, rigorous testing to ensure data integrity and compliance, significant staff training, and a lengthy implementation timeline, potentially taking 18-36 months. Maintaining XML ensures continuity of operations, avoids additional implementation costs, and upholds the current level of reporting accuracy, while also offering long-term stability in regulatory reporting and easier compliance with future changes.
In conclusion, despite certain technical advantages JSON may offer, the substantial costs, risks, and disruptions associated with such a significant change outweigh any potential benefits. Enhancing and optimizing the existing XML-based reporting framework would better serve the financial industry.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_40>

Should the use of transaction data to perform the calculations be feasible, what would be the costs and the benefits of using this data and discontinuing the specific reporting flows (FITRS and / or DVCAP), including in relation to the change and run costs of reporting systems, data quality assurance and other relevant aspects?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_41>

bwf acknowledges the potential benefits of discontinuing FIRDS (Financial Instruments Reference Data System) and DVCAP (Double Volume Cap Mechanism). Streamlining these systems could reduce complexity and bring about efficiencies in regulatory processes. However, it is essential to approach this change with caution, particularly regarding the use of transaction reporting data for purposes beyond its original intent.
However, expanding the use of transaction reporting data to replace FIRDS and DVCAP would require careful consideration of the legal framework governing such data. Transaction reporting under MiFIR is primarily designed for market surveillance and abuse detection. Repurposing this data for new uses may necessitate a legal expansion of its purpose, raising concerns about data privacy and regulatory compliance.
Additionally, the transition to a new system could impose a significant burden on market participants. Changes in reporting processes, system updates, and potential re-training of staff would require substantial resources. While the discontinuation of FIRDS and DVCAP might offer relief in one area, it could introduce complexities in another, offsetting the intended benefits.
Therefore, while bwf sees the merit in the proposal, we emphasize the need for a thorough assessment of the legal implications and the operational impact on reporting entities. A balanced approach that ensures compliance and minimizes disruptions is crucial for the successful implementation of any such changes.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_41>

Do you have any comments on the methodological approach outlined above?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_42>

Please see our answer to Q41. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_42>

Do you have other comments on this potential change, e.g. on specific issues, challenges or alternatives that could be considered by ESMA in its assessment?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_43>

Please see our answer to Q41. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_43>

Do you agree with the proposal of adopting JSON as standard and format of order book data keeping and transmission? Please justify your answer. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_44>

bwf does not agree with the proposal to adopt JSON as the standard format for order book data keeping and transmission. While JSON might offer certain benefits such as more efficient data parsing and a lighter data structure compared to XML, the transition to JSON presents significant challenges that need to be carefully considered. As noted in our responses to RTS 22, many financial institutions have already heavily invested in XML-based systems, designed to meet regulatory standards and ensure data consistency.
Moving to JSON would require significant redevelopment of these systems, extensive testing, and validation to ensure data integrity. Additionally, the transition could introduce operational disruptions, necessitating retraining of staff and adaptation of processes to the new format. These concerns echo those expressed in our earlier feedback on the potential changes to reporting formats.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_44>

Please provide your views on the format of reporting and any challenges you foresee with the use of JSON format compared to XML. Please provide estimates of the costs, timelines and benefits (short and long term) related to the potential implementation of JSON syntax.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_45>

The shift to JSON format presents several challenges compared to the current XML standard. A primary concern is the substantial investment already made in XML-based infrastructure aligned with ISO 20022 standards. Transitioning to JSON would require a comprehensive overhaul of existing systems, leading to high costs in development, testing, and staff training. Under conservative estimates such a transition could easily take 18-36 months, given the complexity of the change and the need for industry-wide coordination.
While JSON might offer more efficient data handling and reduced data size, these benefits are marginal compared to the stability and robustness of XML. bwf recommends enhancing the existing XML-based framework rather than adopting JSON for order book data, consistent with our earlier feedback on RTS 22.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_45>

Do you have any comments on the proposed approach to updating the field list in the Annex to align with the proposed RTS 22 fields? Please flag any additional aspects that may need to be considered.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_46>

bwf acknowledges the intent to align the field list in the Annex of RTS 24 with the proposed fields in RTS 22. This harmonization could enhance consistency across reporting frameworks, potentially simplifying the compliance process for market participants who report under both RTS 22 and RTS 24.
However, we recommend a cautious approach to ensure that the alignment does not inadvertently introduce complexities or burdens. It is essential to assess whether the fields proposed for RTS 22 are fully applicable to the specific context of order book data under RTS 24. Some fields that are relevant for transaction reporting may not be directly applicable or beneficial for order book data, and their inclusion could lead to unnecessary reporting obligations.
Additionally, we once again emphasize the importance of conducting a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis to understand the impact of these changes on reporting entities. Any updates should be accompanied by clear guidance and sufficient transition periods to allow firms to adapt their systems and processes accordingly.
In summary, while we support efforts to streamline and harmonize reporting requirements, it is crucial to ensure that the proposed updates to the field list are relevant, practical, and do not impose undue burdens on market participants.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_46>

Do you support inclusion of the new fields listed above?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_47>

bwf supports the inclusion of new fields in RTS 24 only if they prove to be necessary for enhancing the quality and utility of order book data reporting. It is crucial that these new fields address clearly identified reporting gaps and are not introduced merely for alignment with RTS 22. Each proposed field should be rigorously evaluated and justified with a clear explanation of its purpose and the tangible benefits it brings to the reporting framework. Unnecessary additions could impose undue burdens without delivering meaningful improvements.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_47>

Do you agree with the amendments listed above for the existing fields?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_48>

bwf agrees with the amendments to the existing fields in RTS 24, as long as they are designed to enhance the clarity and accuracy of reported data. However, we stress the importance of clear guidance on the implementation of these changes to prevent confusion and ensure consistency across reporting entities. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_48>

Do you have further suggestions to improve or streamline the other fields in RTS 24?

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_49>

bwf suggests that any efforts to improve or streamline other fields in RTS 24 should focus on reducing redundancy and ensuring that all required data serves a clear regulatory purpose. Simplifying the reporting framework can help reduce the administrative burden on firms and improve the overall efficiency of the reporting process. We encourage a collaborative approach, involving industry stakeholders, to identify specific areas where reporting can be made more straightforward without compromising the quality or completeness of the data provided. Also in this context, conducting a cost-benefit analysis can help ensure that any proposed changes deliver genuine value without imposing disproportionate costs.

<ESMA_QUESTION_RTS2224_49>
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