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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
	Italian Banking Association (ABI)
	Activity
	Other
	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country / Region
	Italy


Questions
1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_1>
Yes, we agree with the proposed amendment to the Guideline 1 as it is consistent with the approach of avoiding the introduction of new administrative or contractual burdens and, positively, aims at exploiting the already existing legal provisions (under CSDR and MIFIR) about documenting, in any legally binding form, the relationship between the investment firm and its professional clients, in the scope of securities’ settlement.
<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>
Consistently with the answer to Q1, we have not received any specific suggestion from our members regarding alternative or additional ways to reduce the administrative burden, other than highlighting the possibility of complementing the current documentation with an eventual annex (see also our answer to Q.12).
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_2>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_3>
On the basis of its members’ feedback, we agree with the proposed amendment to Guideline 3 on the Agreement on Communication Procedures and Messaging Protocols, as it is consistent with the amendments to the (draft) Delegated Regulation 2018/1229 in this scope (which will presumably come into force and application by December 7th), about fastening the processing of written allocations and confirmations, and supporting the automation of post-trade processes. Also, we appreciate the clarifications provided by ESMA under par.28-40.
<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>
We are of the view that “interfaces designed for human interaction i.e. GUIs” can “be considered appropriate for communication between investment firms and their professional clients” as long as they foresee (for instance) the upload of a file containing information (structured or “pre-ordered” in a specific manner) that could be acquired automatically by the receiving party. Given that communications are not just a point-to-point interaction but, rather, a man- to-many exchange along the custody chain (i.e. involving more than a sender of Allocations/Confirmations and more than a receiver), such communication should adhere to an open communication model / standard. This would grant interoperability and ensure that (for instance) a given sender – which on average manages just around (e.g.) 30 deals per month – be satisfied with the use of a GUI (graphic user interface), whist the relevant receiver – which might manage a larger volumes of allocations/confirmation(e.g. 3000 deals a month) be allowed to automate such acquisition. Every single entity shall be enabled to select the communication method that best fits its own business, provided that each single interface be based on an open interoperable communication model / standard, which should inherently place the entity in condition to either upload an annexed file and/or to automatically extract the context of such files.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_4>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>
We agree with the proposed amendment which, in this case, is a minor one, i.e. the cancellation from the text of the “oral” modality to provide an investment firm and the professional client with the confirmation in cases with the written confirmation is not sent.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>
Yes, we agree to remove the reference to the “contractual” nature of an agreement (between an investment firm and its client) on the exchange of Allocations and Confirmations, as such amendment is consistent with the draft RTS and the aim of leaving the parties to refer to other pre-existing agreement recall in MiFIR and CSDR (which in other terms means, rationalization of provisions).
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>
On the basis of our members’ feedback, we agree with the proposed amendments to the part of Guideline 4 on “Non-electronic means to submit allocation and confirmations”, as it updates and clarifies such guideline for the use cases of temporary technical unavailability or service disruption affecting either party, making it impossible to use communication procedures referred to in Article 2(1)(34) of CSDR.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>
On the one hand, and consistently with its responses to the previous questions, we agree with the proposed amendment to the part of Guideline 4 on the “Mandatory use of internation open communication procedures and standards” despite recognising that this will imply the gradual phasing-out of long-standing proprietary communications’ systems, in which many investment firms and market infrastructures have invested significant resources. 
On the other hand, in supporting this amendment, we see room to suggest ESMA, when referring to machine readability of data-files, to add within the text of the guidelines or, if still possible, under par.3 of the Art.3 on pag.166 of draft RTS, a specific reference to data-files “such as CSV and TXT”. This would be perfectly in line with the current legal text of Recital 5 of such draft RTS, which states “(…) It is therefore appropriate to replace the current possibility for professional clients to send written allocations and confirmations electronically with a requirement for investment firms to ensure that such communications are transmitted in an electronic and machine-readable format.”.
Hence, the amendment we suggest to the text of the Guideline would read as follows: “Investment firms should ensure that their professional clients use international open communication procedures and standards for messaging and reference data as defined in Article 2(1)(34) of Regulation (EU) No 909/2014, such as CSV and TXT files, amongst others”.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_9>
We agree with the proposed amendment.
<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>
We understand the need of consistency and, hence, of aligning the entry into force of these Guidelines to the application date of the forthcoming RTS amending Regulation 2018/1229. However, we warmly suggest ESMA to consider the provision of a minor-but-important transitional period between the entry into force and the application of such guidelines. Specifically, we suggest that the Guidelines should enter into force alongside the RTS, while becoming applicable by March (or end-March), in order to align the application date of the Guidelines with the key milestones and deadlines set out int the General Testing Plan for the Transition to T+1. Also, such minor decoupling between the entry into force of the RTS and the application of the Guidelines would allow for a valuable time buffer for market participants to further enhance and refine the necessary adaptations needed to IT systems for such application. Eventually, it would also represent a reasonable time-adjustment/compensation in light of the delay in the publication of the RTS in the OJEU.
<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>
We have not gathered sufficient evidence on this specific point to answer this question.
<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>
We believe that, in order to simplify processes and reduce administrative burden in the medium-to-longer term, a proposal could be put forward with regards to the inner content, format and order of the data-elements exchanged within a Standard Settlement Instructions (SSI) amongst custodian banks, investment firms, broker-dealers, asset managers and other buy-side firms.
Taking a step back, in terms of context,
· a Standard Settlement Instruction is a “master template” that contains the exact banking and routing details required to settle a financial transaction. Instead of negotiating payment details for every individual trade, financial institutions set up these permanent instructions in advance for specific currencies, asset classes, and counterparty pairs;
· as widely recognised also across the documentation being drafted by dedicated task forces reporting to the Industry Committee of the T+1 project, at the moment “investment managers, outsourcers, and brokers receive Standing Settlement Instructions (SSIs) from custodians in various formats, which are then shared with counterparties. Inconsistencies in format and communication methods, combined with manual processes (e.g., fax or PDF), increase operational risk, cost, and the likelihood of failed trades” (quotation: end of page 2 and page 3 of “EU T+1 Industry Committee SSI Task Force”, “Final Report: Proposed Market Practices”). “The market practice offers guidance on the required minimum content and standardized messages to be supported for the exchange of standing settlement instructions (SSI) data among settlement partners, to reduce inconsistency in the format and method of communication of this data and minimize the requirement for corrective action.”;
Our proposal,
· fits with the statement that ESMA made in the “Final Report On Amendments to the RTS on Settlement Discipline” (dated 13 Octobre 2025) where,
· on page 30, paragraph 102, the Supervisory Authority mentioned that « (…) a non-negligible number of respondents advocated for a baseline regulatory framework for the storage and exchange of SSIs, to support the process, to ensure interoperability and standardisation across borders. Many of these proposals considered a baseline regulatory framework as necessary ensuring that the storage and exchange of SSIs is done ‘in an electronic and machine-readable format’»;
· on page 33, paragraph 118, ESMA mentions the «objective grounds to undertake a regulatory action prescribing the submission of SSIs (i.e. reference data) using “standardised, electronic format, structured so that software applications can easily identify, recognise and extract specific data, including individual statements of fact, and their internal structure”. Such requirement should not imply a major change for the vast majority of market participants who already comply with this principle, while it would contribute to the adoption of the upcoming recommendations of the Industry Taskforce»;
· fits with paragraph 70 of ESMA’s Feedback statement n.74-2119945925-1959 on the Call for evidence on shortening the settlement cycle, where ESMA reports on “data quality issues on standardised settlement instructions (SSIs), including formatting not aligned with market standards”; 
· fits with the Recommendation MC-04 on page 22 of the High-level Roadmap to T+1 Securities Settlement in the EU50 where it is stated that “SSIs are an inherent weak point in post-trade processing, leading matching and settlement exceptions and potentially to settlement fails”;
· uses the mandatory data elements provided for by (the current draft of) the RTS published by ESMA in October 2025 (amended Regulation 2018/1229 awaiting publication in the OJEU), which are also globally recognised data-fields for SSI, and aims to contribute to increase automation and efficiency by suggesting that such a specific minimum set of data-elements and fields i) not only respects certain content and format, but also ii) adheres to a specific order / sequenced order, and iii) excludes or limits as much as possible the usage of “narrative descriptions” and “proprietary codes”. In particular,
· the order of data-fields should be considered as an equally important feature to comply with as the content and format, in order to achieve and implement truly automated processes for both SSI transmission and SSI acquisition;
· the exclusion of “narrative description” or “proprietary code” is a necessary condition to achieve automated acquisition of SSIs;
· the proposed set of data-elements intends to be a minimum and stable set of information to be exchanged in an SSI, the least set of information capable of “standardising” Settlement Instructions in light of the forthcoming T+1 operational landscape (which will require a very high degree of automation) but, equally importantly, such minimum set of data-elements we propose does not preclude (a pair of) parties to agree on the addition of other fields (in such SSI ‘template’) if parties intend to use SSI to exchange additional pieces of information vis-à-vis those we are including in our proposal.
Just to avoid any possible misunderstanding, this scope has not to deal with the process of Allocation & Confirmation but just with SSI. So, because of this, the data of a specific deal/trade are not comprised in the SSI scheme we are presenting as a proposal below and in the attached excel file. Finally, further to the indication of the mandatory data-fields, our proposal also includes the suggestion for some further fields to be marked as optional and conditional. Such latter fields are suggested as we believe they are logically consistent and useful vis-a-vis other implementations to be completed within the EU T+1 Project.
Please, refer to the sampled screenshot below and the related attached excel file.
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CREATION SSI  

TAG Description Lenght M/O/C Format Other information

INSTR_PTY 

(1)

Instructing party for SSI  CHAR(11) M/C BIC

ALT_INSTR_PTY 

(1)

Alternate instructing party  CHAR(20) C/M LEI

PRAG Acting as Agent for Some Executions and Principal CHAR(16) C Party is acting as an agent for some executions and principal for others. It's alternate with PRIN.

PRIN Trading as Principal CHAR(16) C Party is trading for his own account. It's alternate with PRAG.

MsgRefId Message reference identification CHAR(35) M  

FctvDtDtls Effective date details  YYYY-MM-DD M Date starting from which SSI are applicable. 

CTRY Country   CHAR(2) C    Financial instrument issuance's country: first two ISIN's digits. 

MKT Market Identification CHAR(2) C Country where negotiation is placed.

MIC Place of trading  CHAR(4) C 

AssetClass Asset class CHAR(3) C CFI  

ISIN ISIN  CHAR(12) O ISIN  

SttlmCcy Settlement currency CHAR(3) O ISO  

DPSTRY_PTY Depositary (place of settlement)  CHAR(11) M BIC - SMPG REFERENCE

DPSTRY_PTY1 

(2)

Owner of the account at depositary (Party 1)  CHAR(11) M BIC Custodian.

PTY1_ACCT 

(1)

 

(2)

Account of custodian/local agent at depositary  CHAR(10) C

DPSTRY_PTY2 

(2)

Client of local agent (Party 2)  CHAR(11) O BIC Party2PresenceRule: If Party2 is present, then Party1 must be present.

PTY2_ACCT 

(1) (2)

Account of local agent's client at custodian  CHAR(10) C

DPSTRY_PTY3 

(2)

Client of global custodian (Party 3)  CHAR(11) O BIC Party3PresenceRule: If Party3 is present, then Party2 must be present.

PTY3_ACCT 

(1) (2)

Account of global custodian's client at global custodian  CHAR(10) C

Transaction_Type_Code 

(1)

Type of transaction CHAR(4) O ISO

 

  Note

(1)

 Naming convention is not provided by the international standards

(2)

 We have detected cases where Country specificities might require non-common and non-

standardized identifiers like BIC. 

 

Preferred identifier is BIC, but LEI can be accepted as alternate data: one of the two is mandatory. 
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