Annex B- Form for providing respondents’
feedback on proposed changes

Proposed change No. A.1.1

Respondent’s view

We understand the aim of the Agency but we believe that the MPs should be facilitated
when they have to report lifecycle events. Between the lifecycle events, it is a matter
of fact that the novations that occurs for change in the corporate structure of one of
the counterparties of deals executed on OMPs could be one of the most burdensome
activities.

For this reason, our proposal should be to not allow the use of old version of the tables
only for the report with action type NEW. For action type M, C and E the use of the old
version of table one should be allowed.

* Mandatory field. The feedback may not be considered if a mandatory field is
left blank.



Annex B- Form for providing respondents’
feedback on proposed changes

Proposed change No. A.1.3

Respondent’s view

In line of principle, we agree with the proposal to align REMIT and EMIR UTI but we
believe that this alignment should not reduce the REMIT possibility to have a UTI code
characterized by strong uniqueness. This is the reason why we disagree with the
proposal to reduce the maximum length of the field from 100 to 52 character. At the
same time, in order to allow the use of EMIR codes also for REMIT reporting, we would
like to include in the list of allowed characters also “:” and ".”.

Further, without any specific reference to the integration with EMIR, we would like to
express our preference for a UTI that allows only the use of capital letter as it could
simplify the sharing of the code between counterparties.

To avoid any misunderstanding, we would like to point out that the UTI rules should
be the same both for table 1 and table 2 reporting and that no remediation procedure
should be imposed to MPs on the trades already reported.

With particular reference to the use of capital letter it is important to note that the
proposal is not in line with the new draft of ACER UTI generator recently shared with
the associations of the market participants.

* Mandatory field. The feedback may not be considered if a mandatory field is
left blank.



Annex B- Form for providing respondents’
feedback on proposed changes

Proposed change No. A.1.4

Respondent’s view

We agree with the proposal to remove the field 25 “Index Value” that in the TRUM
document is presented with the name “Fixing index or reference price”.

At the same time we believe that should be maintained the possibility to report the so
called simple index trade using table 1. For this reason field 36 “Index value” should
be maintained to report the difference (+/-) from the fixing index value.

Further, with particular reference to the xml proposed, we would like to underline that
the file shared is not in line with the proposal included in the annex A.

* Mandatory field. The feedback may not be considered if a mandatory field is
left blank.



Annex B- Form for providing respondents’
feedback on proposed changes

Proposed change No. A.1.4

Respondent’s view

We agree with the proposal to remove the field 25 “Index Value” that in the TRUM
document is presented with the name “Fixing index or reference price”.

At the same time we believe that should be maintained the possibility to report the so
called simple index trade using table 1. For this reason field 36 “Index value” should
be maintained to report the difference (+/-) from the fixing index value.

Further, with particular reference to the xml proposed, we would like to underline that
the file shared is not in line with the proposal included in the annex A.

* Mandatory field. The feedback may not be considered if a mandatory field is
left blank.























































































