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Reply Form
Consultation Paper on Amendments to the Guidelines on standardised procedures and messaging protocols used between investment firms and their professional clients under Article 6(2) of CSDR. 


Responding to this Consultation Paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this Consultation Paper and in particular on the specific questions summarised in Annex 1. 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 7 July 2026. 
All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 
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_GLAC_0>. 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_ GLAC_nameofrespondent. 
	For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the 	following name: ESMA_CP1_ GLAC_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 heading ‘Data protection’.
Who should read this paper?
This consultation paper is primarily addressed to investment firms, credit institutions, their professional clients, central securities depositories (CSDs) and CSD participants.


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	Bank of Valletta Plc
	Activity
	Credit institution
	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country / Region
	Malta


Questions
1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_1>
The Bank welcomes the introduction of flexibility in the way the arrangements with professional clients should be documented.  The option to amend existing service agreements with the professional client avoids unnecessary administrative work where the operational arrangements are already clearly established. In addition to the above, clarity is required on the definition of a professional client in order to avoid unnecessary administrative burdens.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_1>

1. In particular, do you see any alternative/additional ways to reduce the administrative burden created by documenting the arrangements between investment firms and professional clients?
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_2>
NA
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_2>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_3>
The Bank supports the objective of electronic communication on T+0, but considers that email should remain acceptable as long as the data is in a machine readable format, to enable timely processing. Where international open communication procedures and standards are required, firms should be given sufficient implementation flexibility.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_3>

1. Should interfaces designed for human interaction i.e. GUIs, be considered appropriate for communication between investment firms and their professional clients? Please explain your reasoning.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_4>
The Bank considers that interfaces designed for human interaction, such as graphical user interfaces (GUIs), may be appropriate for communication with professional clients, provided that they ensure an equivalent level of accessibility, durability and retrievability of information as more traditional communication channels such emails. Whilst the Bank currently communicates with its professional clients primarily via email, it recognises that GUIs can offer an efficient and user-friendly means of delivering information.
However, for a GUI to be considered appropriate, clients should be able to easily access, retrieve, download and retain information for future reference. In addition, firms should ensure that important communications are clearly identifiable, remain accessible for a reasonable period, and do not create barriers to the client's ability to evidence receipt or review of the information. The suitability of a GUI should therefore depend on its functionality and ability to support effective record-keeping and transparency rather than on the communication medium itself.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_4>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>
The Bank agrees that where the necessary settlement information is already available through a centralised database allocation and confirmation messages should not be required, provided the arrangement is documented and the information is available within the required timeframe.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>
The Bank partially agrees with the proposed amendment. Whilst current agreements with per se professional clients already address the consequences of failed settlement and the responsibilities of the parties in the settlement process, they do not generally regulate the consequences of late or failed communications relating to allocations and confirmations as a separate contractual obligation.
The Bank understands the rationale behind enhancing legal certainty and ensuring that both parties clearly understand their respective responsibilities where communications are delayed, incomplete or not received. However, introducing a requirement to specifically address all potential communication failures within customer agreements may result in additional contractual complexity and require the amendment of a large number of existing client agreements.
In practice, the consequences of a delayed or failed communication will often depend on the specific circumstances, including the cause of the failure, the timing of the communication, the communication channel used, and whether the delay ultimately affects settlement. The Bank therefore believes that any requirement should remain proportionate and principles-based, allowing firms and professional clients sufficient flexibility to agree contractual arrangements that reflect the nature of their relationship and operating model.
ESMA may also wish to clarify whether the requirement is intended to extend only to communications directly impacting settlement efficiency and settlement discipline or whether it applies more broadly to all allocation and confirmation exchanges. Such clarification would assist firms in assessing the necessity and scope of any contractual amendments. Overall, whilst the proposal may enhance transparency and accountability, the operational and contractual implementation effort should be weighed against the incremental benefits, particularly where existing agreements already contain provisions governing settlement failures and related liabilities.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>
Here one should consider that a securities transaction typically involves multiple parties and relationships within the execution chain. The first relationship is between the client (whether retail or professional) and the Bank acting as broker, whereby the client submits an order for execution. 
The second relationship is between the Bank and its executing broker or market counterparty, which executes the order on the relevant market. If the proposed requirement to transmit allocations and confirmations through a standardised electronic messaging method is intended to apply not only between market participants and intermediaries, but also between the Bank and its underlying professional clients, this could create significant practical challenges. 
Many professional clients, particularly smaller intermediary firms, do not have access to SWIFT or equivalent standardised messaging infrastructure and currently make orders by phone. Allowing this only in the case of documented temporary technical unavailability would result in additional costs with limited operational benefit, given their size and level of market activity.

Accordingly, clarification would be welcomed as to whether the requirement is intended to apply solely to communications between regulated market participants within the settlement chain, or whether it is also expected to extend to underlying professional clients including both category I and II professional clients under Annex II to MiFID.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>
Here similarly to Q7, one should consider that a securities transaction typically involves multiple parties and relationships within the execution chain. The first relationship is between the client (whether retail or professional) and the Bank acting as broker, whereby the client submits an order for execution. 
The second relationship is between the Bank and its executing broker or market counterparty,  which executes the order on the relevant market. If the proposed requirement to transmit allocations and confirmations through a standardised electronic messaging method is intended to apply not only between market participants and intermediaries, but also between the Bank and its underlying professional clients, this could create significant practical challenges. 
Many professional clients, particularly smaller intermediary firms, do not have access to SWIFT or equivalent standardised messaging infrastructure The Bank supports harmonisation and the objective of standardised electronic communication but considers that proportionality and implementation flexibility are necessary, particularly for lower-volume relationships or local market arrangements where the relevant settlement data is already pre-agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_9>
NA
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_9>

1. Do you agree with the proposed date of application of the Guidelines? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_10>
The Bank agrees with aligning the date of application of the Guidelines with the relevant RTS amendments
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_10>

1. Do you agree with the envisaged costs and benefits as identified in Annex III (section 11.3) of this CP? Do you envisage any additional costs and benefits associated with ESMA’s proposals in this CP? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_11>
The Bank broadly agrees that the costs and benefits associated with the proposed amendments will largely depend on the final scope and definition of the professional clients to whom the requirements will apply.
As stated above, if the requirement to transmit allocations and confirmations through a standardised electronic messaging solution is intended to extend beyond communications between market participants and intermediaries and apply directly between investment firms and their underlying professional clients, this could create significant operational and implementation challenges.
 In particular, many professional clients, especially elective professional clients under Section II of Annex II to MiFID II and smaller financial institutions, do not have access to SWIFT or similar standardised messaging infrastructure. Requiring such clients to adopt these systems would likely entail additional onboarding, technology and maintenance costs that may be disproportionate to the volume and complexity of their trading activity.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_11>

1. Beyond the proposals set out in this CP, are there any additional measures you would recommend to further simplify processes and reduce administrative burdens?
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_12>
The Bank therefore believes that any simplification measures should remain technologically neutral and proportionate, allowing firms to use alternative electronic communication channels where these achieve the same regulatory objectives. Email, secure client portals and graphical user interfaces (GUIs) may in many circumstances provide an appropriate and cost-effective means of delivering allocations and confirmations, provided that such solutions ensure timely delivery, data integrity, auditability and the ability for clients to retrieve and retain records. This would preserve operational flexibility while avoiding unnecessary implementation costs for smaller market participants and professional clients with limited technological capabilities.
Furthermore, ESMA may wish to consider a risk-based or phased approach, under which the most stringent messaging requirements would apply primarily to communications between regulated market participants operating at higher transaction volumes, whilst allowing proportional alternatives for smaller firms and less active professional clients. This would help achieve the intended objectives of operational efficiency and settlement discipline without creating disproportionate burdens for certain categories of market participants.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_12>
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