FINANCIAL INFORMATION FORUM

June 22, 2026

By electronic mail to rule-comments@sec.gov

Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549-1090

Attn: Secretary

Re: File Number S7-2026-12: Concept Release on Consolidated Audit Trail and Other Audit Trails
and Data Sources

Dear Secretary,

The Financial Information Forum (“FIF”)! appreciates the opportunity to comment on the “Concept
Release on Consolidated Audit Trail and Other Audit Trails and Data Sources,” published by the
Securities and Exchange Commission (the “Commission”) on April 16, 2026 (the “Concept Release”).? FIF
members and FIF appreciate the Commission seeking input from Industry Members on a comprehensive
set of issues relating to the consolidated audit trail (“CAT”) and other audit trails and data sources used
by the Commission and self-regulatory organizations (“SROs”). In this letter, the CAT NMS Plan refers to
the National Market System Plan Governing the Consolidated Audit Trail,® and the SROs refer to the
Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (“FINRA”) and the registered exchanges that are Participants in
the CAT NMS Plan (the “Participants”). This comment letter is submitted on behalf of FIF members that
are Industry Members (as defined in the CAT NMS Plan) and vendors that support these Industry
Members.

LFIF (www.fif.com) was formed in 1996 to provide a centralized source of information on the implementation
issues that impact the securities industry across the order lifecycle. Our participants include broker-dealers,
exchanges, back-office service bureaus, and market data, regulatory reporting and other technology vendors in the
securities industry. Through topic-oriented working groups, FIF participants focus on critical issues and productive
solutions to technology developments, regulatory initiatives, and other industry changes.

2 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 105251 (Apr. 16, 2026), 91 FR 20945 (Apr. 20, 2026) (“Concept Release”).

3 Limited Liability Company Agreement of Consolidated Audit Trail, LLC (updated as of Apr. 1, 2026), available at
https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2026-04/LLC Agreement of Consolidated Audit Trail LLC-as-of-
4.1.26_0.pdf (“CAT NMS Plan”).
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Recent Commission, FINRA, CAT LLC and FINRA CAT actions

FIF would also like to thank the Commission for the following actions that it has taken with respect to
CAT within the past year:

e Order approving an amendment to the CAT NMS Plan relating to the reporting of certain verbal
activity to CAT (June 16, 2025)*

e Order approving an amendment to the CAT NMS Plan to remove personally-identifiable
information (“PIl”) from CAT (January 13, 2026)°

e Exemptive Order relating to the reporting of responses to RFQs and other solicitations (January
23,2026)°

e Exemptive Order relating to representative order linkage (January 23, 2026)’

o Exemptive Order relating to port-level settings (January 23, 2026) (the “Port Settings Exemptive
Order”)?

e Order approving an amendment to the CAT NMS Plan to further reduce CAT operating costs
(March 27, 2026) (the “CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order”).°

FIF members would also like to thank FINRA for initiating steps towards implementation of a request
and response system, as described in a press release published by FINRA on January 17, 2025.'° FIF
members would further like to thank Consolidated Audit Trail, LLC (“CAT LLC”) for initiating discussions
with FIF members relating to CAT reporting issues, including a productive call on June 10, 2026 that
focused on CAT reporting of the tradingSession field and the reporting of default values to CAT. FIF
members would further like to thank FINRA CAT, LLC (“FINRA CAT”) for engaging in discussions with FIF
members relating to the potential impact of the expansion of exchange trading hours on CAT reporting,
most recently during a call on June 12, 2026. FIF members expect that the continuation of these
discussions and other recent actions by FINRA, CAT LLC and FINRA CAT will lead to the implementation
of more effective and efficient CAT and other audit trail processes.

4 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 103275 (June 16, 2025), 90 FR 26337 (June 20, 2025) (“Verbal Activity
Exemption”).

5 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 104586 (Jan. 13, 2026), 91 FR 2164 (Jan. 16, 2026).

6 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 104662 (Jan. 23, 2026), 91 FR 3572 (Jan. 27, 2026).

7 Securities Exchange Act Release No 104663 (Jan. 23, 2026), 91 FR 3601 (Jan. 27, 2026) (“ROL Exemptive Order”).
8 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 104664 (Jan. 23, 2026), 91 FR 3557 (Jan. 27, 2026) (“Port Settings Exemptive
Order”).

9 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 105107 (Mar. 27, 2026), 91 FR 16284 (Apr. 1, 2026) (“CAT Cost Reduction
Approval Order”). While supporting the CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order generally, FIF members are concerned
that implementation of the Commission’s approval of an amendment to the CAT NMS Plan to permit CAT LLC to
delete CAT data older than three years would mean that it would not be possible to retire EBS (as defined below)
and other transaction inquiry processes (please see discussion below).

10 See Robert Cook, President and CEO, FINRA, CAT Should Be Modified to Cease Collecting Personal Information
on Retail Investor (Jan. 17, 2025), available at https://www.finra.org/media-center/blog/cat-should-be-modified-
to-cease-collecting-personal-information-on-retail-investors (“January 2025 FINRA Press Release”).
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Comment letter topics

Given the focus of FIF on implementation issues, this comment letter is focused on the following
sections of the Concept Release:

e CAT Design and Scope!!
e Previous Changes to CAT Requirements!?
e Potential Changes to Other Data Sources and Related Rules.!?

This letter is focused on identifying and addressing implementation issues currently faced by Industry
Members with respect to CAT reporting, electronic blue sheets (“EBS”) and other regulatory audit trail
systems. Given FIF’s focus on implementation issues, this comment letter does not discuss certain issues
such as CAT funding and the allocation of CAT costs. Certain issues not discussed in this comment letter
have been or will be discussed in comments letters submitted by other industry associations and by
individual Industry Members. The fact that these issues are not addressed in this letter does not indicate
that these issues are not of concern to FIF members. The term EBS as used in this letter refers
specifically to EBS for equities and options, except where specifically provided otherwise.

Comment letter sections
This comment letter is organized based on the following sections:
e Section I: General comments
e Section II: CAT Transaction Reporting and RDB systems
e Section lll: CAT and other audit trail processes
e Section IV: Retirement of EBS and other duplicative reporting requirements; design and
implementation of R&R System.
Each of these sections includes multiple subsections.
Outline of key points in comment letter

The following is an outline of some of the key points discussed in this comment letter.

Section I: General comments

e FIF members support the Commission’s approach of evaluating CAT and other audit trail
systems in a comprehensive manner as opposed to evaluating CAT in isolation.

11 Concept Release, at 91 FR 20955-20958.
121d. at 91 FR 20958-20960.
131d. at 91 FR 20960-20964.
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Section

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the
deletion of CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of concerns that
this action will mean that it is not possible to retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes.
FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the
deletion of CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of a question as
to whether the Commission and the Participants are maintaining separate copies of CAT data.
FIF members recommend that the Commission and the SROs consider implementing procedures
to restrict EBS and other transaction inquiries that request data that is available in CAT.

FIF members request that the Commission and the SROs provide enhanced transparency on the
regulatory use cases for CAT.

FIF members recommend enhanced Industry Member participation in CAT governance.

FIF members recommend that the Commission and the SROs minimize CAT requirements that
necessitate manual action by Industry Members.

FIF members are opposed to CAT reporting requirements that are inconsistent with a firm’s
books and records.

FIF members recommend incorporating previously-granted CAT exemptions into Commission
Rule 613, titled “Consolidated audit trail” (“Rule 613”)* or the CAT NMS Plan.

In considering the scope of costs for CAT and other audit trails, it is important to consider the
costs to regulators and SROs to operate these systems as well as the internal technology,
operational and compliance costs that firms must incur to fulfill their reporting obligations.

Il: CAT Transaction Reporting and RDB systems

FIF members request that the Commission incorporate the current exemptive relief relating to
representative order linkage into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current
exemption permanent).

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC adopt an approach where a routing firm
would report based on the order route message that the routing firm transmits to a receiving
firm and would not report derived values that are not part of the routing firm’s books and
records.

FIF members propose that a receiving firm should only be required to report a derived value to
CAT where the receiving firm applies a restriction to an order that corresponds to that derived
value.

CAT should align more closely with FIX and other applicable technical protocols in terms of the
permitted values that can be reported for a field.

For the scenario where a firm processes and records the creation and initial routing of a
principal order as a single event, the firm should have the option to report a single event to CAT.
FIF members recommend further discussion among the Commission, CAT LLC, FINRA CAT and
Industry Members as to how the complexity of the current reporting for options exchanges floor
scenarios could be reduced.

1417 CFR §242.613.
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Section

FIF members request that the Commission incorporate the current exemption for verbal
exchange floor quotes and orders into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the
current exemption permanent).

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC address the current challenges with
reporting pre-IPO (pre-initial public offering) and pre-corporate action orders.

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC provide written guidance to clarify that
market participants (Industry Members and exchanges) are required to report route
modifications where the only CAT-reportable fields that change are the routedOrderID and the
eventTimestamp fields.

FIF members request that FINRA CAT provide additional transparency as to the CAT symbol
validation process.

The planned expansion of exchange trading hours and the continuing increase in overnight
trading activity will require consideration of changes to the CAT symbol validation process and
changes to the reporting of certain CAT fields, such as tradingSession and timelnForce.

It should be optional for an Industry Member to report the receipt of a non-winning RFQ
response given that this scenario is equivalent to a rejected route.

The CAT system should remove the validation that requires a DAY order to be executed within
one trading day as this validation is generating false rejections for orders that are routed to a
foreign market over a holiday period.

FIF members request that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT remove the current Reference Database
System (“RDB system”) reporting requirements relating to Mass Transfers (as defined below).
FIF members request that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT remove Error Code 22042, which prevents a
firm from reporting multiple simultaneous roles for a CAT Customer for an FDID (as defined
below). A CAT Customer, as used in this letter, means a Customer, as defined in Rule 613(j)(3)
(i.e., an account holder or a person with trading authority over an account).®®

FIF members and FIF are currently engaged in discussions as to whether CAT data could be used
to assimilate other reporting systems, such as Rules 605 and 606, in a manner that would allow
for the retirement or simplification of these other reporting systems.

FIF members would be opposed to any changes to CAT reporting requirements that would
require changes to existing trading workflows as CAT is intended as an audit trail system and is
not intended to change trading workflows.

I1l: CAT and other audit trail processes

FIF members request that CAT LLC not take any action to delete CAT data older than three years
until there is a clear understanding of how regulators would plan to obtain transaction data
older than three years and the associated costs.

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the
deletion of CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of a question as
to whether the Commission and the Participants are maintaining separate copies of CAT data.

15 17 CFR §242.613(j)(3).
16 17 CFR §§242.605 and 242.606.
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e FIF members are opposed to reducing the number of opportunities and effective timespans for
Industry Members to repair linkage and other CAT errors.

o FIF members request that the Commission and FINRA CAT make available a more efficient
approach to address a scenario where a non-material error impacts a very large number of CAT
events.

e FIF members are concerned about the retention of Transformed Identifiers (“TIDs”) in the RDB
system given the risk of a rainbow table attack (as described below). FIF members request that
CAT LLC modify the CAT system in a manner that would not require the retention of TIDs in their
current form but still allow for the linkage of activity involving each specific CAT Customer ID
(“CCID”). TIDs (transformed identifiers) are hashes of social security numbers, employer
identification numbers and other personal identifiers.!” The CAT system converts reported TIDs
to CCIDs (CAT Customer IDs).®

e FIF members request that the Commission and SROs update the regulatory inquiry process to
exclude requests for transaction data that is available in CAT.

Section IV: Retirement of EBS and other duplicative reporting requirements; design and implementation
of R&R System

e The Commission should retire EBS and other transaction inquiries that are duplicative of CAT.

o With the implementation of CAT, EBS and the other transaction inquiries are redundant for
transaction data.

e SROs currently send FDIDs to Industry Members and request that the Industry Members provide
PIl for the CAT Customers associated to these FDIDs. This request and response process, which
enables regulatory personnel to link CAT transaction data to customer data, means that
regulators no longer need EBS to obtain account data.

e Rule 613(a) requires the elimination of systems and processes like EBS and current transaction
inquiry processes that are duplicative of CAT; when the Commission approved the initial CAT
NMS Plan in 2016, the Commission directed the retirement of EBS and other duplicative
systems.®

e FIF members recommend that the Commission and the SROs automate and standardize the
current request and response process to create a request and response system (“R&R System”).

e Requests in an R&R System should originate from the Commission or an SRO. The request
should be centralized through a system operator. The system operator would then forward the
responses to the requesting party.

e The requested data should not be centrally stored by the system operator but should be
delivered to the requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) to be maintained in
the requesting party’s own secured storage environment.

17 Reference Database Technical Specifications for Industry Members, Version 2.4.0 (May 8, 2026), available at
https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2026-

05/05.08.26 Reference Database Technical Specifications 2.4.0 CLEAN.pdf (“Reference Database Technical
Specifications”), at 8-10.

81d. at 10-11.

19 please see the discussion in Section IV below.
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o The requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) should delete the data collected
in response to a request upon the termination of the applicable investigation.

e The Commission and SROs should implement oversight processes to monitor for compliance
with the obligations described in the preceding bullet.

e FIF members expect that an R&R System could be operated in a cost-efficient manner given that
(i) FIF members do not foresee large volumes of R&R System requests, and (ii) as proposed by
FIF members, the R&R System would not centrally store the requested data.

e The Commission should retire other redundant audit trail requirements, including (i)
requirements relating to Unidentified Large Traders, (ii) broker-dealer monitoring and
recordkeeping requirements relating to large traders, and (iii) fields included in reporting to the
FINRA Trade Reporting Facilities (“TRFs”) and OTC Reporting Facility (“ORF”) for regulatory
purposes.?®

e FIF members request that the Commission reevaluate large trader reporting (including Form
13H and the assignment of large trader identifiers by the Commission) in light of CAT.

As evidenced by the outline above, this comment letter addresses a number of issues relating to CAT
and other audit trail systems. Given the number of issues being discussed by FIF members and FIF, and
the complexity of many of these issues, FIF could submit one or more supplemental comment letters, as
appropriate, to provide additional detail on issues discussed in this comment letter or to highlight
additional issues.

I.  General comments
A. Comprehensive review of audit trail systems

As stated above, FIF members and FIF appreciate the Commission seeking input from Industry Members
on a comprehensive set of issues relating to CAT and other audit trails and data sources used by the
Commission and SROs. FIF supports the Commission’s approach of seeking to identify the set of systems
and processes that will achieve the surveillance and regulatory objectives of the Commission and SROs
in the most effective manner. As part of this process, it is important to comprehensively identify the
data that the Commission and SROs need to collect to fulfill their surveillance and regulatory functions
and the most efficient and secure approach for the Commission and SROs to collect and store this data.
As one example, FIF members would be opposed to changes to CAT that would impact the ability of the
Commission and SROs to retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes. This is discussed in further
detail below.

20 |n this letter, (i) “TRFs” refer collectively to the FINRA/Nasdaq Trade Reporting Facilities operated by FINRA and
Nasdaq and the FINRA/NYSE Trade Reporting Facility operated by FINRA and the NYSE, and (ii) “ORF” refers to the
OTC Reporting Facility operated by FINRA.
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B. FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the
deletion of CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of concerns
raised in this comment letter, other comments submitted by FIF, and comments submitted by
other market participants

FIF members have identified the following concerns and questions relating to the planned deletion of
CAT transaction data older than three years:

e Concerns that the deletion of CAT data older than three years would mean that it would not be
possible to retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes

e Questions about whether the Commission and the Participants are maintaining separate copies
of CAT data

In a letter that FIF submitted to the Commission, FINRA and CAT LLC on May 19, 2026, FIF wrote that
“FIF members are very concerned that if CAT transaction data older than three years is deleted, it will
not be possible to retire ... EBS.”%!

Subsequent to FIF’'s submission of this letter, FIF participated in a discussion with FINRA representatives
during which FINRA representatives advised that the concern raised by FIF members should not be a
concern because FINRA maintains a copy of the transaction data that is reported to CAT. This is FIF’s
understanding of what was communicated by FINRA representatives. If this is not a correct
understanding, FIF requests that FINRA provide further clarification on this point. FIF members also
request clarification from the Commission and the Participants on this same question. FIF members
have no knowledge that the Commission and the other Participants are maintaining copies of CAT
transaction data but are raising this question because FIF members understand that FINRA’s argument
that CAT data older than years can be deleted without impacting the ability to retire EBS and other
transaction inquiry processes would only make sense if the Commission and all Participants were
likewise maintaining their own copies of the CAT data.

FIF members have raised a number of questions and concerns in response to the response from FINRA
relating to the copying of CAT data (as described above), including the following:

e FIF members are not aware of any provisions in Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan that contemplate
this type of action.?

e FIF members are not clear whether the Commission and the other Participants likewise maintain
their own copies of the CAT data.

e If the Commission and the other Participants maintain their own copies of the CAT data, FIF
members would like to understand the associated costs of this approach and the applicable
cost-benefit considerations.

21 FIF |etter to the Commission, FINRA and CAT LLC (May 19, 2026), available at https://fif.com/index.php/working-
groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3562:cat-record-deletion&view=category.
22 See, for example, 17 CFR §242.613(e) and CAT NMS Plan, at Appendix D-26 to D-31.
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o FIF members would be concerned about the costs involved with the Commission and each
Participant maintaining their own copies of the CAT data, including storage costs and the need
for ongoing reconciliation across different versions of the CAT data.

e |fthe Commission and the other Participants do not maintain their own copies of the CAT data,
FIF members would like to understand how it would be possible to delete CAT data older than
three years and still retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes. FIF members do not
believe this would be possible.

e FIF members would like to understand whether the copying of CAT data by FINRA applies to
data that Industry Members have reported to the now-retired CAT Customer and Account
Information System (“CAIS”), including Pll reported to CAIS.

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the deletion of
CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of (i) the concerns of FIF members
relating to the retirement of EBS and other transaction inquiry processes and (ii) questions as to
whether the Commission and the Participants are maintaining separate copies of CAT data. Please see
Section Ill.A. of this letter below for a more detailed discussion of these concerns.

C. EBS and other inquiries for data that is available in CAT

FIF members are concerned that they continue to receive a significant volume of EBS and other
transaction inquiries that request data that is available in CAT. FIF members request that the
Commission and the SROs consider implementing procedures to address this issue, including
consideration of one or more of the following procedures: the Commission and SROs could establish an
internal procedure to review any inquiry prior to the inquiry being sent to an Industry Member to
validate that the data requested in the inquiry is not available in CAT; the Commission and SROs could
review prior requests to evaluate whether the data requested was available in CAT and modify future
requests accordingly; and the Commission and SROs could establish a process for an Industry Member
to report that requested data is available in CAT.

D. Enhanced transparency on regulatory use cases for CAT

The Concept Release requests comment on the regulatory use cases for CAT.% FIF members request that
the Commission and the SROs provide additional transparency on this point. Understanding the
regulatory use cases of CAT would assist Industry Members and other market participants in providing
recommendations relating to the operation of the CAT system. FIF members understand that details
that could compromise current or future investigations should not be disclosed but believe that
additional information could be provided relating to the regulatory usage of CAT without impacting
Commission and SRO investigations.

23 Concept Release, at 91 FR 20950-20951.
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E. Enhanced Industry Member participation in CAT governance

FIF has recommended enhanced Industry Member participation in CAT governance.?* In a letter that FIF
submitted to CAT LLC on March 5, 2026, FIF wrote as follows:

As one possible approach, CAT LLC could identify individuals employed by Industry
Members with technical and operational expertise relating to management of trading,
trade processing and trade data management systems and functions who would be
provided greater transparency into the technology and operations of the CAT system.
These individuals would be subject to non-disclosure agreements.

This type of transparency would enable Industry Member representatives to provide
more meaningful input into proposals by CAT LLC.?*

F. CAT requirements that necessitate manual action by Industry Members

FIF understands that CAT currently processes billions of records each trading day. Given the volume of
events that Industry Members are required to report to CAT, CAT requirements that necessitate manual
action by Industry Members for the sole purpose of enabling CAT reporting are very costly.

This letter uses the phrase “CAT requirements that necessitate manual action” to include the following
types of requirements: (i) a requirement for a firm to conduct an analysis of orders (or groups of orders)
to determine how to report specific CAT fields for the orders (or groups of orders) even though values
corresponding to these CAT fields are not included in the associated order messages; (ii) a requirement
for a firm to report data to CAT in a manner that is not consistent with the order message workflow
associated to that event; and (iii) a requirement for a trader to manually input data into an execution
management system where this action is not part of the trader’s trading workflow.

As an example for clause (i) above, if firm employees are required to determine how to report the CAT
tradingSession field for an order or group of orders for scenarios where a trading session is not included
in the order receipt message, this would constitute “a CAT requirement that necessitates manual
action”, but if a reporting firm is required to code its systems to report the CAT tradingSession for all
orders based on the value included in FIX Tag 336 (TradingSessionID) in the order message (and only
where a value for this tag is included in the order message), this would not constitute “a CAT
requirement that necessitates manual action.”

For clause (ii) above, if a floor broker is required to report order events to CAT in a manner that is not
consistent with the floor broker’s trading workflow for the applicable orders, this would represent “a
CAT requirement that necessitates manual action.”

24 See, for example, FIF letter to Consolidated Audit Trail, LLC (Mar. 5, 2026), available at
https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3514:fif-letter-to-cat-llc-

with-recommendations-relating-to-cat&view=category, at 2.
25 |bid.
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For clause (iii) above, if a trader receives an order from a salesperson through an unstructured
communication and manually enters the order into the firm’s execution management system, a
requirement for the trader to manually enter an order identifier from the order management system
used by sales into the trader’s execution management system (where this is not part of the trader’s
trading workflow) would represent “a CAT requirement that necessitates manual action”.

These types of requirements for manual actions are discussed in further detail below. The Commission
should consider any steps that it can take to reduce required manual actions associated with CAT
reporting. The following recommendations discussed in this letter are focused on this issue:

e Allow routing firms to report based on their electronic books and records, as opposed to
requiring routing firms to derive reportable values.

e Incorporate the current exemption for representative order linkage into Rule 613 or the CAT
NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current exemption permanent).

e Incorporate the current exemption for verbal quotes on an exchange floor into Rule 613 or the
CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current exemption permanent).

e Reduce the current burden for reporting manual options floor exchange events.

Please see the discussion below for further details.
G. Reporting based on books and records

Related to the issue discussed in the preceding subsection, FIF members are opposed to CAT reporting
requirements that are inconsistent with a firm’s books and records. For example, as discussed below, FIF
members are opposed to requirements for a routing firm to report derived values that are not included
in the firm’s electronic routing message. These types of requirements impose subjectivity in reporting,
are costly to implement and obfuscate the true audit trail of the events being reported. An example of
this type of requirement is a requirement for a routing firm to report a tradingSession value when the
trading session instruction was not included in the routing firm’s electronic routing message. This point
is discussed in further detail below.

H. Incorporating previously-granted CAT exemptions into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan

FIF members recommend incorporating previously-granted CAT exemptions into Rule 613 or the CAT
NMS Plan. If the Commission does not agree with this approach, FIF members recommend that the
Commission make permanent any current exemption relating to CAT that is limited by a time period.

. Scope of costs to be considered

In considering the scope of costs for CAT and other audit trails, it is important to consider the costs to
regulators and SROs to operate these systems (including costs that are passed-on, and not passed-on, to
Industry Members) as well as the internal technology, operational and compliance costs that firms must
incur to fulfill their reporting obligations. As noted above, given that Industry Members as a group
submit billions of CAT records every day, any reporting requirements that necessitate manual activity
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should be carefully scrutinized as to relative costs and benefits and every effort should be made to
minimize manual activity associated with CAT and other audit trail reporting. This is discussed in further
detail below.

J. Prior FIF letters

FIF has previously submitted written comments relating to many of the issues discussed in this comment
letter. In certain cases where this letter discusses specific issues, this letter references the prior FIF
letters for additional detail. Where referenced, please refer to these prior letters for additional detail.

1. CAT Transaction Reporting
A. Reporting based on books and records: representative order linkage
Background

FIF members request that the Commission incorporate the current exemptive relief relating to
representative order linkage into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current
exemption permanent). Over the years, FIF has submitted multiple letters to the Commission relating to
this issue, including a draft request for exemption submitted on August 4, 2025 (the “August 2025 ROL
draft exemption request”).? In this letter we highlight some of the key points discussed in the August
2025 ROL draft exemption request. Please refer to the August 2025 ROL draft exemption request for
additional detail.

“Representative order linkage” refers to linkage between (A) (i) a representative order or IDQS quote
and (ii) a customer order, and (B) (i) an order fulfillment for a customer and (ii) a representative or
principal order or IDQS quote. “IDQS quote” refers to a quote in an inter-dealer quotation system.

Scenarios presented in the August 2025 ROL draft exemption request

The August 2025 ROL draft exemption request describes various scenarios where exemptive relief would
be appropriate. Each of these scenarios falls within one or more of the following categories:

e No real-world association. |n certain scenarios, there is no real-world association between the
events that CAT seeks to link. Accordingly, any attempt to report linkage would involve
reporting fabricated data to CAT. An example of this type of scenario is the “position fill
scenario” described in the August 2025 ROL draft exemption request, where an order
fulfillment is not associated to a specific representative or principal order.?’

26 FIF draft request for exemption (Aug. 4, 2025), available at https://fif.com/index.php/working-
groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3341:revised-draft-request-for-exemption-on-cat-rep-order-
linkage-submitted-by-fif-to-the-sec&start=20&view=category.

27 See, for example, id. at 6-9.
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https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3341:revised-draft-request-for-exemption-on-cat-rep-order-linkage-submitted-by-fif-to-the-sec&start=20&view=category

e No representative or principal order exists. In certain scenarios, no representative or principal
order exists. Accordingly, any attempt to report linkage would involve fabricating a
representative or principal order to report to CAT. Examples of this type of scenario are the
following scenarios described in the August 2025 ROL draft exemption request: (i) a riskless
cross; or (ii) a Manning fill triggered from a fill of a customer order on the opposite side.?®

e Linkage not recorded in books and records. In certain scenarios, the Industry Member does
not record linkage in its books and records because the order handling process involves an
“unstructured communication.”?° In these scenarios, recording representative order linkage
would require (i) a firm to automate its current workflow, or (ii) a trader to manually enter
order identifiers (potentially multiple upstream order identifiers for a single representative
order).?® Regarding alternative (i), FIF members do not believe that the intent of CAT was to
require Industry Members to change their trading workflows for the sole purpose of
accommodating CAT reporting. Regarding alternative (ii), requiring a trader to manually enter
order identifiers from an upstream system (and potentially numerous upstream order
identifiers for a single representative order) would interfere with the trading process to the
detriment of customers. Given that billions of CAT records are submitted each day, it is
important to carefully consider the relative costs and benefits before imposing reporting
requirements for Industry Members that require manual activity.

e The CAT system does not provide a method to report linkage. In certain scenarios, the CAT
system does not provide a method to report linkage. Accordingly, it is not possible to report
linkage. Examples of these scenarios are (i) linkage between an IDQS quote and a customer
order®! and (ii) linkage between an order fulfillment and an IDQS quote.?? Requiring linkage for
these scenarios would require changes to the CAT system (and significant associated costs) and
would significantly disrupt trading for over-the-counter stocks.*?

Additional comments relating to representative order linkage
Please note the following additional comments relating to representative order linkage:

e Providing greater clarity and precision for the current exemptive relief. FIF members
recommend above that the Commission incorporate the current exemptive relief for
representative order linkage into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current
exemption permanent). FIF members further recommend that the Commission incorporate
proposed wording from the August 2025 ROL draft exemption request (or equivalent wording)
to provide greater clarity and precision as to the scope of the exemption. For example, the
current exemptive relief references linkage between customer orders and representative orders

28 See, for example, id. at 9-11.

2 See id. at 11-12.

30 See, for example, id. at 11-16 and 17-18.
31 See, for example, id. at 18-23.

32 See, for example, id. at 23-24.

33 See, for example, id. at 18-24.
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but does not reference linkage between order fulfillments and representative or principal
orders.?*

e Options linkage. The August 2025 ROL draft exemption request discusses an unlinked
representative order scenario for options where multiple customer orders are aggregated to a
single order. FIF members have since identified unlinked representative order scenarios for
options that involve a single customer order, as opposed to multiple customer orders, and
believe that the exemption should extend to these scenarios as well. FIF members interpret the
current exemptive relief as applying to these scenarios. FIF members and FINRA CAT
representatives have engaged in discussions on this issue.

e Crossing scenario where no representative order or principal order has been created. FIF
members request that CAT LLC provide written clarification on how Industry Members should
report to CAT for the crossing scenario where no representative order has been created. The
request in the preceding sentence is discussed in a letter that FIF submitted to CAT LLC on May
30, 2025.%° CAT LLC and FINRA CAT representatives and FIF members discussed this issue during
a recent call. Based on this discussion, FIF members understand that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT are
planning to address this issue.

B. Reporting based on books and records: removing requirements for firms to report derived
values

Background

FIF members are very appreciative of the Commission issuing the Port Settings Exemptive Order on
January 23, 2026.3° FIF members request further discussion of related scenarios where firms are
required to “derive” values to report to CAT when these values are not in the firm’s books and records.
We use the term “derived” value to mean a value that is not included in the firm’s order receipt or
routing message. FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC adopt an approach where a
routing firm would report based on the order route message that the routing firm transmits to a
receiving firm and would not report derived values that are not part of the routing firm’s books and
records. FIF members understand that receiving firms, under certain circumstances, would need to
report derived values that are not included in a received order message, but these should be limited to
circumstances where the receiving firm applies a restriction to an order that corresponds to that derived
value. This recommendation is discussed in further detail below. Given the complexity of trading
workflows and the different fields and values that are reported to CAT, FIF members recommend further
discussion regarding these issues.

34 ROL Exemptive Order, at 91 FR 3601.

35 FIF letter to the Commission, CAT LLC and FINRA CAT, LLC (May 30, 2025), available at
https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3281:request-for-
interpretive-guidance-on-cat-reporting-for-the-order-fulfillment-scenario-for-equities-where-no-representative-or-
principal-order-exists&start=40&view=category.

36 port Settings Exemptive Order.
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In this subsection we first present the justifications for the approach proposed by FIF members; we then
discuss the tradingSession and timelnForce fields as examples of two fields where the reporting of
derived values has been challenging for Industry Members routing and receiving orders and can result in
less clarity for surveillance personnel. While the field-specific discussion below is focused on the
challenges with reporting derived values for the tradingSession and timelnForce fields, a similar analysis
could be applied for other fields, including the handlinginstructions field.

Why routing firms should report based on the order route message and not based on derived values

e Reporting of derived values obfuscates the routing firm’s instructions, resulting in an inferior
audit trail. If a routing firm reports derived values to CAT, the routing firm is overriding the
actual order instructions that the routing firm transmitted to the receiving firm. This can result
in an inferior audit trail as order instructions are obfuscated. Further, the order instructions
included on the route message are factual, while the reporting of derived values requires
subjective judgement that in many cases would override the actual instructions that the routing
firm transmitted.

e Reporting derived values is costly. Given that billions of CAT records are submitted every day, it
is very costly to require firms to evaluate the many potential derived values that could be
reported on each route event reported to CAT. It is far more efficient for a routing firm instead
to report the actual order instructions that the routing firm transmitted to the receiving firm.

These same concerns apply for receiving firms though FIF members understand that receiving firms,
under certain circumstances, would need to report values that are not included in a received order
message, as discussed below.

Trading Session field

Trading Session is not a field that is typically included in an order message that a firm receives from a
customer, and there is significant complexity and costs for Industry Members in deriving a value for this
field when it is not included in the order message. Many Industry Members have implemented complex
logic trees for how to report this field based on multiple factors associated with an order and are
required to revisit this logic in connection with changes to their trading and routing workflows. In
addition, given the lack of clarity on how to report this field, Industry Members have adopted varying
reporting approaches for equivalent scenarios. FIF members are also concerned that the expansion of
exchange trading hours will exacerbate the current challenges.

In this section, FIF members propose an alternative approach for how firms should report this field. FIF
members understand the complexity of this issue and recommend further discussion among the
Commission, CAT LLC, FINRA CAT and Industry Members. As part of this discussion, FIF members request
that the Commission and the SROs provide additional clarity, at a high-level, on how they use this field in
their current surveillance processes. Understanding how this field is useful to regulators would help to
identify an approach for reporting this field that meets regulatory objectives without imposing an undue
burden on reporting firms.
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FIF members recommend that a routing firm should only report a value for the tradingSession field if a
value is included in the message transmitted by the routing firm. This would involve making this field
optional. For purposes of this subsection, the term “optional” means that the CAT system would accept
a CAT event that does not report a value for this field; an Industry Member would still be required by
regulation to report a value for this field to CAT if a Trading Session value is included in the order
message.

FIF members further recommend reducing the complexity of the logic that a receiving firm would have
to apply to report this field. More specifically, FIF members propose that if a receiving firm either (i)
receives a Trading Session order instruction or (ii) applies a Trading Session restriction to an order, the
receiving firm would report a tradingSession value to CAT. A receiving firm would not need to report a
tradingSession value to CAT if the receiving firm does not apply a Trading Session restriction to an order
but other instructions or characteristics of the order could restrict the trading sessions in which the
order can be executed. For example, an /OC order received during regular trading hours (i.e., 9:30 a.m.
to 4 p.m.) typically would only execute during the regular trading session, but if a receiving firm
receiving an /OC order does not separately apply a Trading Session restriction to an order, the receiving
firm should not have to report a tradingSession value for the order. In this scenario, the /OC instruction
already makes clear that the order typically would only execute during the regular trading session. We
contrast this with a scenario where a receiving firm that operates after 4 p.m. receives an /OC order
after the close and applies a restriction such that the order will not execute until the start of regular
trading hours the following trading day. In this circumstance, FIF members understand that the
regulators would want the receiving firm to report this restriction to CAT.

Another example would be a market on open order. If a firm receiving a market on open order does not
separately apply a Trading Session restriction to the order, the receiving firm should not have to report a
tradingSession value for the order. In this scenario, the market on open instruction already makes clear
that the order typically would only execute during the regular trading session. The approach proposed
by FIF members is consistent with current CAT FAQ D15%” except that (i) FIF members propose limiting
the approach discussed in FAQ D15 to receiving firms, and (ii) FIF members propose that the receiving
firm have the option to not report any value for this field as opposed to reporting ALL (as provided in
FAQ D15).

Please also see the discussion below relating to potential changes to the tradingSession field in
connection with the planned expansion of exchange hours trading.

timelnForce field

There are similar challenges with reporting derived values for the timelnForce field. For example, FAQ
D19 provides as follows:

37 CAT FAQ, D15, available at https://catnmsplan.com/faqg.
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D19. How should the timelnForce field be populated for "Fill or Kill" orders that contain
a limit price?
Added: 11/15/2018

"Fill or Kill" orders with limit prices should have the timelnForce field populated with
"DAY".38

An FOK order is a type of /IOC order and is not a DAY order.?® In addition, requiring reporting firms to
implement logic to report FOK orders as DAY orders creates unnecessary complexity and costs for these
firms.

FIF members propose as an alternative that FOK be added as a timelnForce value, consistent with FIX
and other messaging protocols.*® More generally, FIF members also recommend the following approach
for reporting the timelnForce field (consistent with the recommendations above for the tradingSession
field):

e A routing firm should report a timelnForce value if a value is included in the routed order
message
e A receiving firm should report the timelnForce value that the receiving firm applies to the order.

Expansion of exchange trading hours

As discussed below, the planned expansion of exchange trading hours heightens the importance for the
Commission and the SROs to address the reporting of the tradingSession, timelnForce and similar fields.

Order types

When a firm routes an order to a trading venue and the route message specifies an order type offered
by the trading venue, a routing firm should be able to report the order type without having to translate
the order type to associated CAT handlinginstructions and other CAT-reportable values that are not
included in the route message.

Need for further discussion

FIF members understand that there are complexities with implementing the approach recommended by
FIF members in this subsection and that this approach might not be appropriate for all fields and
workflows, particularly as it relates to trading venues receiving orders. FIF members recommend further
discussion among the Commission, CAT LLC, FINRA CAT and Industry Members as to the fields and
workflows where the approach proposed by FIF members in this subsection would be appropriate.

38 CAT FAQ D18, available at https://catnmsplan.com/faqg.
39 See, for example, OnixS, https://www.onixs.biz/fix-dictionary/4.4/tagnum_59.html#.
40 |bid.
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C. Alignment with FIX and other reporting protocols

FIF members request that CAT align more closely with FIX and other applicable technical protocols in
terms of the permitted values that can be reported for a field. For example, FIF members recommend
the following changes for the timelnForce and tradingSession fields:

e Add FOK as a new timelnForce value and remove it as a handlinginstructions value.** A firm
should report FOK to CAT as the timelnForce if the firm records FOK as the timelnForce in its
book and records.

e Update the list of permitted timelnForce values to incorporate all timelnForce values provided in
exchange technical specifications, including At the Open, At the Close, At Crossing, SAO and
AOC.

e Remove FOR (to be executed only on a foreign market) as a tradingSession value as this is not a
standard trading session instruction used by trading venues; the information that is currently
conveyed by an Industry Member when it reports a tradingSession value of FOR could be
reported through a different CAT field.

D. Reporting based on books and records: combined order and route event for principal orders

In many cases, the creation and initial routing of a principal order is processed and recorded by a firm as
a single event. Currently, for these scenarios, a reporting firm is required to incur the cost of splitting the
single event into two distinct CAT events: a New Order event; and an Order Route event. These distinct
CAT events can result in intra-firm linkage errors. FIF members request that firms have the option to
report a combined route and order event for these scenarios; this could be accomplished by adding a
flag for an Industry Member to signify that there is no corresponding New Order event. This approach
would reduce costs in two meaningful ways: first, by cutting the number of reported events for principal
activity in half, thereby halving storage requirements; and second, by eliminating the need to run
intrafirm linkage for the relevant activity. This approach should also be implemented for Order Modified
/ Route Modified and Order Cancelled / Route Cancelled events.

Combined Order and Route reports should also be considered for certain customer order scenarios, but
this would involve certain complexities not involved with principal orders that would need to be
considered and addressed.

E. Addressing the complexity of reporting options exchange floor scenarios

Options exchange floor scenarios

There is currently significant complexity in reporting options exchange floor scenarios. The CAT
Reporting Scenarios document includes scenarios for seven different exchanges that operate options

1 bid.
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exchange floors: NYSE; Cboe; BOX; PHLX; AMEROP; ARCAOP; and SPHR.*? The reporting requirements
are different for five of the seven options exchange floors, and each options exchange floor has multiple
complex workflows that firms are required to report.** The most recent exchange to introduce floor
trading was Sapphire; Sapphire is operated by MIAX and commenced trading during September 2025.%*
Impacted FIF members were required to undertake significant work to implement CAT reporting for
Sapphire and expect that similar efforts will be required for any options exchange that introduces
manual floor trading at a future date.

One example of an inconsistency in reporting requirements across options exchanges is that the BOX
exchange and the AMEROP and ARCAOP exchanges require a floor broker to report Option Order Route
events, while the SPHR exchange requires a floor broker to report Option Trade events but not Option
Order Route events.*® A second inconsistency involves the reporting for the equity leg of a complex
order. AMEROP, ARCAOP, SPHR and other exchanges require the floor broker to report Order Route
events for the routing of the equity legs of crossing orders*® to the equity brokers,*” while BOX does not
require this reporting.*® Some of the differences in reporting result from different order handling and
trade execution workflows across exchanges. In some cases, greater consistency in reporting can be
achieved notwithstanding the variation in workflows.

FIF members are currently engaged in discussions with FINRA CAT representatives regarding these
scenarios. Given the complexity of these scenarios, FIF members recommend the continuation of these
discussions to identify potential approaches to reduce the complexity of the current reporting.

Crossing workflows

There are various scenarios relating to options floor workflows that are generating linkage and other
errors that reporting firms are not able to fix. One example is a workflow that involves a “crossing”
order. With a crossing order, a broker-dealer routes matching buy and sell orders to an exchange; a
crossing order could involve a customer (also referred to as a “primary”) buying a number of option
contracts matched against a broker-dealer (also referred to as a “contra”) selling the same number of
option contracts. The options exchanges have mechanisms that allow floor market makers to improve
the price to the customer for some or all of the option contracts. For example, a broker-dealer (BD1)
could route matching buy and sell orders for 50 options contracts, one floor market maker (MM1) could
provide price improvement for 25 contacts, and a second floor market maker (MM2) could provide price
improvement for 15 contracts. The result of this process is that the customer would buy 25 contracts

42 CAT Industry Member Reporting Scenarios, Version 4.17 (Feb. 27, 2026), available at
https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2026-

02/02.27.26 Industry Member Tech Specs Reporting Scenarios v4.17 CLEAN.pdf (“CAT Reporting Scenarios”),
at 693-818.

3 |bid.

44 See, for example, Securities Exchange Act Release No. 104002 (Sept. 18, 2025), 90 FR 45840 (Sept. 23, 2025).

45 See, for example, CAT Reporting Scenarios, at 744-748, 780-785 and 802-807.

46 Crossing orders are described below.

47 See, for example, CAT Reporting Scenarios, at 786-797 and 807-818

48 The CAT Reporting Scenarios document does not include a scenario for a BOX multi-leg order.
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from MM1, 15 contracts from MM2, and 10 contracts from BD1. A floor broker (FB2) acts as an
intermediary in this process.

CAT Reporting Scenario 8.3.2

CAT Reporting Scenario 8.3.2 illustrates this type of scenario for the BOX options exchange.* The
guidance in Reporting Scenario 8.3.2 makes clear that MM1 and MM2 should not report any event to
CAT other than a Trade event. Reporting Scenario 8.3.2 also makes clear that FB2 should not report the
receipt of orders from MM1 or MM2 or the subsequent routing of these orders to the exchange.
Instead, FB2 is required to report routes to the exchange of the original buy and sell crossing orders (50
contracts on each side).*® The BOX exchange then confirms the trade execution (50 contracts purchased
by the customer from BD1) back to FB2. FB2 cannot process this BOX exchange confirmation as a trade
confirmation because it would result in FB2 confirming 50 contracts to the customer and BD1 when BD1
only traded 10 contracts. Instead, FB2 processes a subsequent confirmation from the exchange for the
adjusted amount for BD1, but this confirmation is not linked to the initial route sent by FB2, which
breaks linkage. While the discussion in this paragraph is focused on BOX, similar challenges apply for
CAT reporting for the other options floor exchanges. These challenges are exacerbated by the different
trading and CAT reporting workflows currently implemented by five of the seven options floor
exchanges.

Recommendations for further discussion

Given the complexity of these workflows, FIF members recommend further discussion among the
Commission, CAT LLC, FINRA CAT and Industry Members as to how the current reporting could be
simplified. FIF members are currently engaged with FINRA CAT representatives in these discussions.

As part of these discussions, the parties should consider the following potential approaches:

e CAT LLC could facilitate discussions to achieve greater uniformity in reporting across the
different options floor exchanges.

e For the crossing workflow, if the exchanges could confirm an adjusted execution size (i.e.,
reflecting the actual number of contracts retained by the routing broker) that includes the
identifier for the original floor broker route, this would address the challenge faced by floor
brokers in linking Order Fulfillment events to the associated routes, as described above.

e If the exchanges cannot provide this identifier, the Commission should consider providing
exemptive relief to floor brokers from the requirement to report Order Fulfillment events for
the crossing workflow described above. FIF members would classify this situation as similar to
the representative order scenarios described above, in that there is currently no electronic

49 CAT Reporting Scenarios, at 744-748.
50 1bid.
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linkage between the route by the floor broker and the trade confirmation from the exchange
that includes the correct trade amount retained by the routing broker.

The Commission and CAT LLC should also evaluate the surveillance value of having these floor events
reported to CAT given that the exchanges monitor their own floor activity. Based on this evaluation, the
Commission should consider whether floor brokers and floor market makers could be exempted from
reporting all floor-related events to CAT beyond the floor broker reporting the original route or routes to
the applicable exchange.

F. Exemption for verbal exchange floor quotes

FIF members request that the Commission incorporate the current exemption for verbal exchange floor
quotes and orders! into Rule 613 or the CAT NMS Plan (or otherwise make the current exemption
permanent). As discussed above, CAT is not cost efficient for reporting manual activity. In addition,
under this exemption, trade executions and associated orders are still reported to CAT.

G. Pre-IPO and pre-corporate action orders

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC address the current challenges with reporting
pre-IPO (pre-initial public offering) and pre-corporate action orders, as discussed in prior FIF
communications to CAT LLC and FINRA CAT.>? FIF members initially raised this issue in a written
submission to FINRA CAT on March 11, 2021.

It is common practice for a broker-dealer to receive customer orders for an initial public offering in the
evening after the Commission has declared the issuer’s registration statement effective and prior to the
commencement of trading the following morning. This common scenario continues to result in
rejections and linkage errors that Industry Members are unable to resolve. More specifically, if a broker-
dealer submits a New Order event for an order received the evening prior to an IPO, the CAT system will
reject the event because the IPO symbol is not added to the CAT symbol list until the following day. In
addition, any direct downstream events, including the broker-dealer’s route of the customer order to an
exchange or market maker, will reject because CAT cannot link the downstream event to an upstream
New Order event. This scenario can also result in linkage errors for downstream reporting parties
resulting from CAT rejections for route events submitted by the routing party.

The prior FIF communications recommend various approaches for how CAT LLC could address the
current challenges. The ideal solution would be for the CAT system to add a pre-IPO symbol to the CAT
symbol list as soon as the symbol becomes available. FINRA CAT has advised FIF members that there are
certain technical challenges for the CAT system in implementing this solution. As discussed in this letter,
FIF members request that FINRA CAT provide additional transparency as to the current symbol

51 Verbal Activity Exemption.

52 See, for example, FIF letter to CAT LLC and FINRA CAT (June 24, 2025), available at
https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3305:fif-letter-to-the-cat-
operating-committee-and-finra-cat-relating-to-pre-ipo-orders-and-pre-corporate-action-
orders&start=30&view=category.
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validation process for CAT; FIF members request that this transparency include an explanation as to the
technical challenges for the CAT system in implementing this solution proposed by FIF members.

Given the technical challenges cited by FINRA CAT with implementing the solution described above, FIF
members have recommended an alternative solution. FIF members have requested that CAT LLC and
FINRA CAT add a flag to the CAT New Order event for equities for an Industry Member to report that an
order is a pre-IPO order. If an Industry Member reports this flag, CAT would not validate the symbol
against the CAT security list, but the Industry Member would still have a regulatory obligation to report
the symbol accurately. The symbol would be reported on any downstream Route Event, which would
link to the New Order event. Through this linkage, the CAT system could subsequently validate that the
Industry Member correctly reported the symbol for the New Order event.

A similar challenge applies for corporate actions. A corporate action can result in a new symbol, and it is
a common practice for an Industry Member to update its systems with the new symbol as soon as the
symbol becomes available. If the Industry Member receives a customer order the evening prior to
commencement of trading in the new symbol, this can result in CAT rejecting the New Order event
submitted by the Industry Member and linkage errors for downstream order events, as described above
for pre-IPO orders. To address this issue, FIF members have requested that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT add
a flag to the CAT New Order event for equities for an Industry Member to report that an order has been
received for a symbol that will commence trading the following day as the result of a corporate action. If
an Industry Member reports this flag, CAT would not validate the symbol against the CAT security list,
but the Industry Member would still have a regulatory obligation to report the symbol accurately.

As discussed below, the handling of corporate actions will be impacted by the expansion of exchange
trading hours. Accordingly, this is an appropriate opportunity for the Commission and FINRA CAT to
address the comments previously raised by FIF members relating to pre-IPO and pre-corporate action
orders. Please see below for additional detail.

H. Route modifications where the only change is to the routedOrderID and the eventTimestamp
Requested change

FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC provide written guidance to clarify that market
participants (Industry Members and exchanges) are required to report route modifications where the
only CAT-reportable fields that change are the routedOrderID and the eventTimestamp fields. FIF has
discussed this issue in prior communications to CAT LLC and FINRA CAT.>® FIF members initially raised
this issue in a written submission to FINRA CAT on May 25, 2021.

53 See, for example, (i) FIF letter to CAT LLC and FINRA CAT (Feb. 26, 2024), available at
https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=2885:fif-letter-to-the-cat-
plan-participants-and-finra-cat-requesting-confirmation-that-firms-can-report-to-cat-order-modifications-that-do-
not-change-the-material-terms-of-an-order&start=100&view=category, and (ii) FIF letter to CAT LLC and FINRA
CAT (May 1, 2024), available at https://fif.com/index.php/working-groups/category/271-comment-
letters?download=3559:draft-fag-on-route-modifications-submitted-to-cat-lic-and-finra-
cat&start=90&view=category (“May 2024 Draft FAQ Letter”).
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Tracking modifications beyond the most recent prior event presents a significant processing challenge
for Industry Members

The continued lack of clarification on this issue continues to create significant processing work for
Industry Members and cause unnecessary linkage errors. More specifically, tracking modifications
beyond the most recent prior event presents a significant processing challenge for Industry Members.
Assume that a routing firm sends a primary peg order to a receiving firm with an offset of 5 cents. This
route has a routedOrderID of 001. The routing firm subsequently sends a route modification instruction
that changes the offset to 3 cents. The amount of the offset is not a CAT-reportable value, but the
routing firm will need to generate an updated routedOrderID (002) in its order management system
(OMS) to reflect the change in order instruction. If the routing firm sends a subsequent route instruction
that involves a change in limit price, the routing firm will once again update the routedOrderID in its
OMS (003). When reporting the Route Modification event for this change in limit price, it is most
straightforward for the routing firm to report “002” as the priorRoutedOrderID. Having to track that the
modification represented by routedOrderID 003 should track back to routedOrderID 001 as the
priorRoutedOrderID presents a significant processing challenge for Industry Members.

This processing challenge impacts routing and receiving firms

Identifying and filtering out route modifications that do not change the material terms of an order
represents significant additional processing work for Industry Members on both the routing and
receiving sides.

The current lack of clarity can cause delays in CAT submissions

The additional processing required for firms to identify and filter out specified modifications and
reassign the priorRoutedOrderID (as discussed above) can result in firms submitting files to CAT at a later
time as compared to when they could submit files absent this additional processing requirement. This
can result in increased CAT processing costs if the CAT system is required to process more records closer
to the initial CAT feedback deadline.

The current lack of clarity is causing unnecessary linkage errors

The current lack of clarity continues to result in a significant number of additional linkage errors because
routing and receiving firms invariably make different determinations as to when specific events should
be filtered out. The current lack of clarity also impedes resolution of the linkage error if the routing and
receiving firms have adopted different approaches for reporting this scenario.

These unnecessary linkage errors reduce the quality of the CAT audit trail

These unnecessary linkage errors reduce the quality of the CAT audit trail.
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Because of the current lack of clarity, firms are required to coordinate with multiple counterparties

Because of the current lack of clarity, firms are required to coordinate with multiple counterparties as
firms seek to prevent and resolve linkage errors arising from this issue. An additional challenge is that
different firms have adopted different interpretations of the current requirements as to when a
modification is reportable.

Requiring that firms filter out specified modifications means that firms are not accurately reporting
based on their books and records

If a firm is required to filter out a specified modification that changes the routedOrderlD, this results in a
discrepancy between the firm’s books and records and CAT reporting for the next CAT-reportable
modification. For example, in the scenario presented above, the firm reports “001” as the
priorRoutedOrderlD for its second modification when the firm’s books and record show “002” as the
priorRoutedOrderID for this second modification. FIF members are concerned about CAT requirements
that violate the integrity of Industry Member books and records.

The regulators should not require Industry Members to incur processing costs and unnecessary linkage
errors to exclude information that CAT surveillance personnel can exclude based on their own
database queries

Regulatory surveillance personnel can design their queries to remove from the result set route
modifications where the only change (or changes) from the prior route modification event is the
routedOrderID or eventTimestamp (or both). Based on the data in the CAT database, the CAT system can
determine if the only changes between a route modification event and the prior route modification
event that it references are the routedOrderID and the eventTimestamp. As a fundamental principle, the
regulators should not require Industry Members to incur processing costs and unnecessary linkage
errors for data that is already in the CAT system.

Draft FAQ wording

On May 1, 2024, at the request of CAT LLC and FINRA CAT, FIF submitted the following draft FAQ for
their consideration:

Q. Are Industry Members required to report to CAT in the scenario where the sending or
receipt of a route modification request, if reported to CAT, would involve the reporting
of a modified routedOrderID?

A. Yes. An Industry Member is required to report to CAT (for example, through a Route
Modification event) if the Industry Member sends a route modification request and the
route modification request, if reported to CAT, would involve the reporting of a
modified routedOrderID. Similarly, an Industry Member is required to report to CAT (for
example, through an Order Modification event or an Order Modification Request event)
if the Industry Member receives a route modification request and the route
modification request, if reported to CAT, would involve the reporting of a modified

FINANCIAL INFORMATION FORUM 24



routedOrderlD. This FAQ applies even if the only CAT reportable field that changes is the
routedOrderlD. This FAQ will become effective as of [insert date that is 180 days from
the publication of this FAQ].>

This draft FAQ, continues to reflect the view of FIF members as to how this issue should be addressed.
I. CAT symbol validation process

FIF members request that FINRA CAT provide additional transparency as to the CAT symbol validation
process. For example, FIF members have identified scenarios where they report a valid symbol to CAT,
and the CAT system rejects the submission with an Error Code of 2096 (missing or invalid symbol). In
relation to one incident that resulted in this rejection, a FINRA CAT representative explained to an FIF
member that the CAT system converts the symbol reported by an Industry Member to a product id and
then validates against that product id. In this particular scenario, the CAT system rejected the member’s
submission based on the product id even though the symbol reported by the Industry Member was valid
based on the symbol list published by FINRA CAT for that date. FIF members request that FINRA CAT
provide additional transparency as to how the symbol validation process works. This issue is discussed in
further detail below with respect to expanded exchange trading hours.

J. Expanded exchange trading hours
Expansion of exchange trading hours

It is important to consider potential changes to CAT reporting in connection with the planned expansion
of exchange trading hours, which is scheduled for December 6, 2026.5° ATSs currently trade overnight.
The expansion of exchange trading hours heightens the need to consider potential changes to CAT
reporting, and this need will increase over time as overnight exchange and OTC trading continues to
grow.

At the same time, FIF members would be concerned about any requirements for Industry Members to
implement significant changes to CAT reporting by December 6, 2026. Changes to CAT reporting in
connection with the expansion of exchange trading hours should be implemented in a deliberative and
comprehensive manner consistent with the various recommendations in this letter. FIF members
understand that it could take time to address the various issues raised in this subsection and
recommend timely focus on these issues with the anticipation of continued growth in the level of
overnight trading activity.

54 May 2024 Draft FAQ Letter, at 1.

55 See, for example, letter from Jeff Kimsey, Chair of the Operating Committee of the Equity Data Plans, to Vanessa
Countryman, Secretary, Securities and Exchange Commission (Mar. 23, 2026), available at
https://www.sec.gov/comments/s7-2026-06/s7202606-733267-2280594.pdf.
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Symbol validation

The discussion in this subsection is based on the current understanding of FIF members as to the CAT
symbol validation process. FIF members request that FINRA CAT provide additional transparency as to
the CAT symbol validation process, including whether any assumptions below relating to the current
process are incorrect. Having a better understanding of the CAT symbol validation process will assist FIF
members in understanding potential challenges that could arise in connection with the planned
expansion of exchange trading hours.

FIF understands that the CAT system currently validates symbols based on the calendar day of the
applicable CAT event. For example, if the CAT system determines that symbol ABC is valid on March 2,
2026, and not valid on March 3, 2026, the CAT system will accept a CAT event for ABC if the event date
is March 2 and reject a CAT event for ABC if the event date is March 3. FIF members are concerned that
a date-based symbol validation will no longer be sufficient with the expansion of exchange trading
hours, and that a date and time-based symbol validation will be required. FIF has requested clarification
from FINRA CAT on this point.

The Commission has approved a rule filing by Depository Trust & Clearing Corporation that provides for
a standard 8 p.m.*® trade date cut-off.>” Exchange rule filings for overnight trading similarly provide for
an 8 p.m. trade date cut-off.>® Consider the following scenario: a corporate action that changes symbol
ABC to DEF (for example, a merger of ABC into DEF or a name change from ABC to DEF) becomes
effective as of 8 p.m.; a broker-dealer updates its trading systems at that time to reflect the symbol
change; and the broker-dealer receives a customer order for DEF at 10 p.m. In this scenario, it would
make sense for the CAT system to accept symbol ABC for events that occurred prior to 8 p.m. and to
accept symbol DEF for events that occurred after 8 p.m. In this scenario, a symbol validation based only
on the date would not be sufficient.

In the example above, a name change from ABC to DEF would likely not change the industry identifiers
(for example, the CUSIP) for the stock. Accordingly, an Industry Member could receive an order for ABC
prior to 8 p.m. and have routes and other events for that order after 8 p.m. In this scenario, the CAT
system should be able to link the events reported for ABC prior to 8 p.m. with the events reported for
DEF after 8 p.m., but if CAT only recognizes ABC (and does not recognize DEF) for the current calendar
day, CAT would mistakenly reject events reported with symbol DEF. In other scenarios (for example, a
merger of ABC into DEF), the industry identifiers could change, in which case the reporting firm likely
would need to cancel the order in ABC and generate a new order in DEF prior to taking further action on
the order. This raises a question as to whether CAT would recognize DEF if a reporting firm submits DEF
for an event that occurs after 8 p.m.

As the examples in the preceding paragraph demonstrate, overnight trading can present challenges for
symbol validations that do not take account of symbol changes that take effect during a calendar day.
FIF members understand that this is not currently an issue for overnight trading by ATSs because the

56 All times in this letter refer to Eastern Time.
57 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 105575 (May 27, 2026), 91 FR 32491 (June 1, 2026).
58 See, for example, Securities Exchange Act Release No. 105199 (Apr. 10, 2026), 91 FR 20222 (Apr. 15, 2026).

FINANCIAL INFORMATION FORUM 26



ATSs that trade overnight suspend overnight trading in stocks that are subject to a corporate action.
There is discussion about continuing this practice for overnight exchange trading such that all market
participants would suspend trading overnight in symbols with corporate actions, at least for the initial
launch of overnight exchange trading. If that is the case, the current symbol validations based on
calendar day could continue to apply, though the challenges discussed above relating to pre-corporate
action orders should still be addressed.

At some point, market participants will want to enable overnight trading for stocks that are subject to a
corporate action. FIF understands that this would require a change to the current practice of CAT
validating symbols based on the calendar day as symbol validation would need to take account of the
date and time that a reportable event occurs.

FINRA CAT should also consider changes to current processes for publishing symbol lists. For example, if
corporate actions take effect as of 8 p.m. and trading is permitted in the impacted stocks after 8 p.m., it
would be appropriate for FINRA CAT to disseminate an updated symbol list prior to 8 p.m. FINRA CAT
should also consider validations and symbol change notifications for options where the underlying
equity security is subject to a corporate action.

tradeDate field in Allocation events

CAT Allocation events include a tradeDate field.>® The CAT system uses this field to validate that a
symbol was a valid symbol on the tradeDate reported in the applicable Allocation event.®® FIF members
request clarification as to any planned changes to the CAT system relating to this validation and any
changes as to how firms are required to report this field. More specifically, if a trade is executed
between 8 p.m. and midnight, will a firm be required to report this field based on the first business day
following the calendar date of the trade execution? This discussion is related to the discussion in the
preceding subsection relating to the CAT symbol validation process.

Trading session; time-in-force

The planned expansion of exchange trading hours heightens the need to address the current challenges
for firms in reporting the trading session and time-in-force fields. The various exchange filings provide
that overnight trading will occur during a new overnight trading session. For example, an FAQ document
published by the NYSE during May 2026 provides for NYSE Arca that “Orders routed to the Overnight
Session will have a new TradingSessionID value.”®* The CAT Reporting Technical Specifications for
Industry Members (the “CAT Reporting Technical Specifications”) do not include a value for this field for
the overnight trading session.®? FIF members recommend that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT hold-off on

59 CAT Reporting Technical Specifications for Industry Members, Version 4.2.0 (Apr. 30, 2026), available at
https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2026-

04/04.30.26 _CAT Reporting Technical Specifications for Industry Members v4.2.0 CLEAN.pdf (“CAT Reporting
Technical Specifications”), at 147 and 150.

60 1d. at 403.

51 NYSE, Extended-Hours Trading Frequently Ased Questions (updated May 2026), available at
https://www.nyse.com/publicdocs/nyse/NYSE Extended Hours Trading FAQ.pdf, at 1.

62 CAT Reporting Technical Specifications, at 404.
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adding a new value to the tradingSession field pending a broader discussion of how this field should be
reported, as discussed above. Many FIF members apply complex logic to report this field, and it could be
challenging for these members to implement changes to this logic for December 6.

Additional clarification will also be required for reporting the timelnForce field. For example, a recent
rule filing by NYSE Arca relating to overnight trading provides as follows:

The Exchange’s proposal to start accepting orders at 8:59 p.m. Eastern Time is thus
within the range proposed by its competitor exchanges and is reasonable. The Exchange
also notes than when it starts accepting orders at 8:59 p.m. Eastern Time, it will accept
orders for all trading sessions that day, not just the Overnight Trading Session.®?

Presumably, a firm would be able to report an order received after 8 p.m. and prior to midnight as a DAY
order even though the order is eligible for execution the following calendar day.

FIF members believe that the planned expansion of exchange trading hours presents an opportunity to
revisit how various fields should be reported to CAT, as discussed above. This review should be
conducted in a deliberative and comprehensive manner.

eventTimestamp; orderKeyDate; settlement-based handlinginstructions

FIF members further request clarification on how the following fields should be reported to CAT for
trades executed between 8 p.m. and midnight:

e Firms are required to report an eventTimestamp and an orderKeyDate for an event reported to
CAT.®* The date portion of the orderKeyDate must match the date portion of the
eventTimestamp. FIF members assume that firms would continue to report the date portion of
these fields based on the calendar date of the event being reported and request clarification on
this point.

e As a parallel to the Settlement Type values reported to the TRFs, firms are required to report
the following settlement-based handlingInstructions to CAT, where applicable: CSH (cash trade
settles on the same date); and SLR (seller’s option; trade settles on the data determined by a
seller).®® FIF members assume that if a trade is executed on Monday January 4, 2007 at 9 pm for
settlement on Wednesday January 6, a firm would not report either of these
handlinginstructions. FIF members request confirmation on this point.

63 NYSE Arca, Proposal for 23/5 Trading, SR-NYSEARCA-2026-53 (May 12, 2026), available at
https://www.nyse.com/publicdocs/nyse/markets/nyse-arca/rule-filings/filings/2026/SR-NYSEArca-2026-53.pdf, at
11n.7.

64 CAT Reporting Technical Specifications, at 51.

55 1d. at 387 and 389.
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CAT processing timelines

FIF members understand that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT are considering changes to CAT processing
timelines in connection with the planned expansion of exchange trading hours. Changes to processing
timelines would have a significant impact on the operations of many Industry Members. Accordingly, FIF
members request that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT raise any proposals to change CAT processing timelines
for discussion with Industry Members prior to introducing any changes or submitting any formal
proposals that would impact Industry Members. Some FIF members have stated that changes to CAT
processing timelines would be a multi-year project for their firms. Any changes to CAT processing
timelines should be implemented in a deliberative and comprehensive manner, taking account of the
various considerations discussed in this letter.

CAT Trading Day

A CAT Trading Day for Industry Members runs from 4:15 p.m. to 4:15 p.m.®® A CAT Trading Day reflects a
CAT reporting period (or cycle). Accordingly, FIF members recommend that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT
change the term CAT Trading Day to a more descriptive term, such as CAT Reporting Period.

K. Non-winning RFQ responses

A “solicitor” of RFQs often sends RFQ requests to multiple parties (“responders”). The solicitor typically
selects a winning bidder and acts on that winning bid. For example, for options, this would involve
routing the winning bid and a paired contra-side order to an exchange for execution. The solicitor
typically does not act on the other responses (the non-winning responses). For the non-winning
responses, the solicitor reports an Order Accepted event to CAT but does not report any further
events.®’ This has resulted in surveillance personnel raising inquiries with Industry Members that are
solicitors as to why the solicitor did not take further action on these non-winning responses. This section
is specifically focused on actionable RFQ responses (i.e., where the RFQ response can be executed
without further action by the responder).

An RFQ responder (winning or non-winning) reports New Order and Order Route events for its RFQ
response. An RFQ responder further marks the New Order event for the RFQ response with the
solicitationFlag marked as true; this indicates that the responder created the order in response to an
RFQ request.%®

In many cases, there are numerous responses to a single RFQ, and the solicitor does not send a rejection
to the non-winning bidders. FIF members recommend that reporting of the receipt of non-winning
responses to an RFQ should be optional. FIF members consider this scenario to be equivalent to a
receiving firm rejecting an order route (which is not reportable to CAT), even though the receiving firm
might not communicate a reject message. FIF members further recommend that the reporting of the

66 1d. at 346.
57 See, for example, id. at 38-41, 73-77, 178-181 and 244-247.
58 See, for example, id. at 38-41, 50-54, 158-161 and 229-234.
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routeRejectedFlag® by the routing firm should be optional in this scenario because the solicitor might
not send a reject message to the responder. This would reduce the number of events reported to CAT.
This also would not impact the CAT audit trail because, as discussed above, the non-winning RFQ
responders report the creation of the RFQ response and the routing of the RFQ response to the
solicitor.”® In addition, RFQ responses to a single RFQ link to that RFQ through the RFQID field.”* The CAT
audit trail would further show that the solicitor did not take any action on the applicable RFQ response.
As part of this recommended change, CAT would need to disable linkage validation for routes where the
associated New Order event is reported with the solicitationFlag as true. FIF members further
recommend that surveillance personnel, before raising inquiries as to why an Industry Member did not
report further action to CAT after the acceptance of an order route, validate whether the New Order
associated to the order route was marked with the solicitationFlag as true.

The proposal in this section would apply to all types of RFQs for equities and options, including for the
scenario where an ATS sends RFQs to broker-dealer participants of the ATS that have submitted

conditional orders to the ATS, and the broker-dealer participants then send RFQ responses to the ATS.
The ATS would send this type of RFQ, for example, when the ATS receives an opposite-side firm order.

L. Rejections and inquiries relating to DAY orders

The CAT Reporting Technical Specifications provide the following description for Error Code 2101:
“timelnForce value must be populated with a valid Value in the correct format. Name and Value must be
provided when applicable.””? FIF members have identified the following scenario:

e AnIndustry Member receives an order on Thursday April 30, 2026 after 5 pm; the order has a
TIF=DAY

e The security is listed on The Stock Exchange of Hong Kong (SEHK)

e Because of a local holiday, the SEHK is closed on Friday May 1, 2026

e The order is executed on the SEHK on Monday May 4, 2026

e The Industry Member reports an Order Fulfillment event for May 4

e The CAT system generates an error on the basis that the May 4 Order Fulfillment event is
inconsistent with the reporting of a TIF=DAY on April 30.

FIF members request that CAT remove this validation as it is generating an error for a scenario where
the Industry Member is accurately reporting based on its books and records. FIF members understand
that CAT currently provides a one-day allowance for DAY orders with a trading session of “FOR” (to be
executed only on a foreign market), but this one-day allowance does not accommodate the foreign
holiday scenario above.

FIF members have identified a related scenario where an Industry Member receives a DAY order for the
overnight trading session. The order is received prior to 8 pm. In some cases, these orders are executed

59 See, for example, id. at 32-33.

70 See, for example, id. 38-41, 50-54, 158-161 and 229-234.
71 See, for example, id. at 399.

72 1d. at 355.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION FORUM 30



after midnight but prior to 4 a.m. the following morning. The Industry Member does not receive a
rejection in this scenario, but this scenario has generated inquiries from regulators as to why a DAY
order was executed the following morning. FIF members request that regulators modify their inquiry
processes to accommodate this scenario.

The issues described in this subsection will become more of a concern with the expected increase in
overnight trading volume and should be considered in conjunction with the issues raised in the
subsection above relating to expanded exchange trading hours.

M. Reporting of Mass Transfers

The Reference Database Technical Specifications require a reporting firm to link FDIDs acquired through
a merger, acquisition or similar corporate action to the FDID assigned by the predecessor firm.”® The
Reference Database Technical Specifications refer to these types of corporate actions as Mass
Transfers.”* The Reference Database Technical Specifications further require a reporting firm to maintain
in its books and records for each acquired account the CRD of the predecessor firm.”® FIF members have
objected to these reporting requirements as they impose a significant burden on many reporting firms
to create and record linkages that are not part of their standard account records. FIF members have also
guestioned how these requirements provide any incremental value to regulators since regulators can
use CCIDs to link the activity of each customer associated to any acquired account across the
predecessor and successor firms. FIF first raised this issue to FINRA CAT in a written submission on
August 30, 2021. FIF members request that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT remove the current RDB reporting
requirements relating to Mass Transfers.

N. RDB Error Code 22042: Multiple active roles for CAT Customer within fdidCustomerlList

The Reference Database Technical Specifications provide the following description for Error Code 22042
(Multiple active roles for CAT Customer within fdidCustomerList):

Each CAT Customer, as reconciled to a single tidValue, present in the fdidCustomerList
of a single FDID Record must have exactly one role without a set roleEndDate. It is not
permissible for the same CAT Customer, as reconciled to a single tidValue, to have
different active role values or the same active role value present in the
fdidCustomerList. The dates on which a CAT Customer’s role on an FDID Record are
active cannot overlap by more than one calendar day with other roles for the same CAT
Customer.’®

FIF members request that CAT LLC and FINRA CAT remove this validation. FIF first raised this requestin a
written submission to FINRA CAT on January 5, 2022. FIF Members and FIF continue to discuss this issue,
and FIF plans to submit additional detail relating to this request at a future date.

73 Reference Database Technical Specifications, at 20.
74 |bid.

75 |bid.

78 1d. at 1109.
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FDID (Firm Designated ID) means (i) an identifier for a trading account or (ii) a relationship identifier
when an account is not involved in the order-handling activity (for example, when an investment advisor
submits an order on behalf of one or more underlying accounts to be designated after trade
execution).”’

O. Retirement or simplification of Rules 605 and 606

FIF members and FIF are currently engaged in discussions as to whether CAT data could be used to
assimilate other reporting systems, such as Rules 605 and 606,’® in a manner that would allow for the
retirement or simplification of these other reporting systems. This is a complex question that deserves
careful study. FIF members continue to discuss this issue and will advise the Commission as to any
recommendations.

P. Changes to trading workflows
The Commission requests as follows in the Concept Release:

Should the Commission optimize and/or simplify CAT reporting requirements? Please
specifically identify any proposed optimizations, describe the costs and benefits
associated with such optimizations (including any potential impact on data accuracy
and/or regulatory use), explain whether such optimizations would require changes to
existing trading workflows and/or reporting processes, and explain how such
optimizations should be developed and/or implemented. [footnotes omitted]”®

FIF members would be opposed to any changes to CAT reporting requirements that would require
changes to existing trading workflows as CAT is intended as an audit trail system and is not intended to
change trading workflows. Other sections of this letter separately discuss proposed optimizations to
CAT.

77 See the definition of Firm Designated ID in the CAT NMS Plan, at 6.
78 17 CFR §§242.605 and 242.606.
79 Concept Release, at 91 FR 20955.
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. CAT and other audit trail processes

A. FIF members request that the Commission and CAT LLC take the necessary steps to delay the
deletion of CAT data older than three years pending review and consideration of concerns
raised in this comment letter, other comments submitted by FIF, and comments submitted by
other market participants

Overview

In the CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order, the Commission approved an amendment to the CAT NMS
Plan to permit CAT LLC to delete all CAT data older than three years.®° The revised Section 6.5(b)(1), as
approved by the Commission in this Order, provides as follows:

Consistent with Appendix D, Data Retention Requirements, the Central Repository shall
retain CAT Data for a period of not less than three (3) years, and in a convenient and
usable standard electronic data format that is directly available and searchable
electronically without any manual intervention by the Plan Processor, subject to the
exceptions in Section 3.4, Section 6.3 and Section 6.4 of Appendix D. Such data when
available to the Participant regulatory staff and the SEC shall be linked.®!

The revised Section 6.5(b)(1) requires CAT LLC to retain CAT data for at least three years. After three
years, the retention of this data by CAT LLC is optional. The CAT NMS Plan, as modified by the CAT Cost
Reduction Approval Order, does not mandate CAT LLC to delete CAT data older than three years. In
addition, there is no pressing need to take action to delete CAT data that is older than three years prior
to addressing the concerns raised in this comment letter.

Two sets of questions and concerns identified by FIF members

FIF members have identified two sets of questions and concerns relating to the deletion of CAT data
older than three years:

e Concerns that the deletion of CAT data older than three years will mean that it is not possible to
retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes

e Questions about whether the Commission and the Participants are creating separate copies of
CAT data

FIF members are first concerned that the deletion of CAT data older than three years would mean that it
would not be possible to retire EBS and ad hoc transaction inquiries. The ongoing annual costs of
retaining EBS for equities and options and maintain the current processes to respond to ad hoc
transaction inquiries would far exceed the estimated annual cost savings from deleting CAT data that is
older than three years. Alternatively, FIF members have questions about whether the Commission and
the Participants are creating separate copies of CAT data.

80 CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order, at 91 FR 16288.
81 CAT NMS Plan, at 63.
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Given these concerns, FIF members request that CAT LLC not take any action to delete CAT data older
than three years until these questions and concerns have been addressed.

CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order

The Commission makes clear in the CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order that regulators will still need to
obtain transaction data older than three years:

The proposed deletion of CAT Data older than three years will impact regulatory
efficiency to the extent regulators need access to the deleted data and seek to obtain it
elsewhere. The Commission previously stated that the first three years of CAT Data will
be more frequently accessed and needed by regulatory users based on its experience in
using the CAT and this view remains unchanged. This does not mean that CAT Data
older than three years is not needed. Regulatory staff access trading data older than
three years in the context of examinations, enforcement, and economic analysis. For
example, the statute of limitations for federal securities fraud is generally five years
from the date of the alleged fraud, and thus regulators need to access and analyze
trading activity that is older than three years. [emphasis added; footnotes omitted]®

The Commission further clarifies that regulators will need to obtain this data through EBS or other
processes:

To acquire the relevant data after implementation of the Data Storage Amendment,
regulators will need to either download and maintain CAT Data older than three years,
whether in whole or in some abbreviated or summarized form, and/or request
information directly from market participants, such as exchange market data or trade
data from Industry Members through EBS or other processes. [emphasis added;
footnotes omitted]®

FIF members are concerned that the retirement of EBS and ad hoc transaction inquiries would not be
possible if CAT data older than three years were deleted

FIF members are not aware of any process being proposed as a potential alternative to EBS and ad hoc
transaction inquiries for obtaining transaction data older than three years and are concerned that any
such process could be as costly as the current processes (including EBS). An R&R System, as discussed in
the Concept Release and discussed below in this comment letter, could not perform this function
because the R&R System would provide for reporting of customer information, as opposed to
transaction information. Accordingly, EBS or another transaction-focused system would be required for
regulators to obtain transaction data older than three years.

82 CAT Cost Reduction Approval Order, at 91 FR 16291.
83 |bid.
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In a letter that CAT LLC submitted to the Commission in connection with CAT LLC's rule filing to reduce
CAT costs, CAT LLC estimates that the cost savings from deleting CAT data older than three years (as
compared to moving this data to a more cost-effective storage tier) would be between $1.6-52.2 million
per year.®* The retention of EBS and current ad hoc transaction inquiry processes or the creation,
implementation and maintenance of an alternative system or process for regulators to obtain
transaction data that is older than three years would be far more costly than this estimated annual
savings of $1.6-$2.2 million. Whether this data is requested, captured and stored through EBS or an
alternative system, there would be a significant cost to Industry Members to comply with these
requests. Even if an Industry Member receives a limited number of EBS and transaction inquiry requests
every year (or a limited number of requests through an alternative system), the Industry Member is still
required to incur a significant cost to develop and maintain systems, processes and staffing to comply
with these requests, no matter how limited in number. There would also be a significant cost to the
Commission and SROs to obtain, process and store this data. In other words, even excluding costs to
Industry Members, the Commission and CAT LLC have not presented any evidence (or even asserted)
that the costs to the Commission and the SROs of retaining EBS and current transaction inquiry
processes (or an alternative approach referenced but not described by the Commission in the CAT Cost
Reduction Approval Order) would be less than the estimated costs savings of $1.6M-$2.2M that would
result from the deletion of CAT data older than three years. There is an additional concern as to the
transmission of plaintext SSNs and other Pll through the EBS system and the fact that the FDID and CCID
processes developed in CAT to protect Pll would not be available.

FIF members support the Commission’s approach through the Concept Release to address reporting
through CAT and other audit trail systems on a holistic basis, including how a change to one audit trail
system would impact other audit trail systems. FIF members request that the Commission, CAT LLC and
FINRA apply this same holistic approach to this issue.

Other transaction inquiry processes

This letter refers to transaction inquiry processes that are distinct from EBS. Commission and SRO
inquiries for trading data are not currently limited to EBS. FIF members continue to receive a significant
volume of these ad hoc inquiries. Many of these ad hoc inquiries request a significant volume of data
that is already contained in CAT. These inquiries are unstructured and, accordingly, FIF members often
are required to expend significant resources to respond to these inquiries. In many cases, the response
process for an FIF member includes multiple internal meetings to reach consensus on the scope of the
request, running multiple queries to produce the data necessary to respond to the request, organizing
the query results to produce the specific result set requested by the regulator, and internal review prior
to submission.

Many of these inquiries are unnecessary because the data is available in CAT. FIF members are
concerned that the deletion of CAT data older than three years would not only prevent the retirement
of EBS but would also require firms to continue to expend significant resources to comply with these

84 Letter from Robert Walley, CAT NMS Plan Operating Committee Chair, to Vanessa Countryman, Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission (Mar. 10, 2026), available at https://www.sec.gov/comments/4-698/4698-
721247-2258814.pdf, at 4.
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other types of inquiries with respect to trading data that is older than three years (and that, absent
deletion from CAT after three years, could have been obtained through CAT). As noted above with
respect to EBS, even if an Industry Member receives a limited number of requests every year, the
Industry Member is still required to incur a significant cost to develop and maintain systems, processes
and staffing to comply with these requests, no matter how limited in number.

B. Linkage feedback and correction timelines and process; CAT submission and processing
timeframes

The importance of providing Industry Members sufficient opportunity to repair CAT errors

FIF members are opposed to reducing the number of opportunities and effective timespans for Industry
Members to repair linkage and other CAT errors. This is discussed in detail in a comment letter that FIF
submitted on February 10, 2026% in response to the rule filing by CAT LLC to reduce CAT costs.2® FIF
members are open to proposals to reduce the costs of the CAT error notification and correction process
that do not impact the ability of Industry Members to repair CAT errors. Enhanced Industry Member
participation in CAT governance, as discussed above, would enable Industry Members to more
meaningfully provide input on potential changes to the CAT feedback and repair process that could
reduce CAT operating costs without impacting the ability of Industry Members to repair linkage and
other errors.

While FIF members opposed the proposal in the CAT LLC rule filing relating to the CAT repair process, FIF
members are open to discussing various alternatives with the Commission and CAT LLC.

Extending the current repair periods

FIF members request that FINRA CAT consider the possibility of extending the current repair periods, as
this would improve the quality of the CAT audit trail and reduce internal costs for reporting firms. FIF
members understand that any proposal to extend the current repair periods would need to be
implemented in a manner that does not increase CAT operating costs.

Extending processing timelines for the CAT system
FIF members are open to proposals to extend processing timelines for the CAT system as long as an

equivalent adjustment is provided for Industry Members to repair errors such that the period between
error notification and required resubmission is not reduced for Industry Members.

85 FIF letter to the Commission (Feb. 10, 2026), available at https://www.sec.gov/comments/4-698/4698-702007-
2205454.pdf, at 17-20.

86 | etter from Robert Walley, CAT NMS Plan Operating Committee Chair, to Vanessa Countryman, Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission (Dec. 17, 2025), available at https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2025-
12/LLC-Proposed-CAT-NMS-Plan-Amendment-2025-Cost-Savings-Amendment-12.17.25.pdf.
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Current timeline for initial submission

FIF members generally do not object to retaining the current timeline of 8 a.m. on T+1 for the initial
reporting of events to CAT. FIF members request that CAT LLC analyze whether there are a material
number of events reported to CAT shortly after the 8 a.m. deadline on T+1 as this could potentially
indicate a need to extend the current 8 a.m. reporting deadline in a manner that would be
commensurate with this analysis.

C. Historical repairs

FIF members request that CAT make available a more efficient approach to address a scenario where a
“non-material” error impacts a very large number of CAT events. For example, an Industry Member
could discover that it has failed to report a CPR (Counterparty Restriction) handlinginstruction
historically and now needs to resubmit millions of historical CAT events. In place of the Industry Member
resubmitting millions of historical CAT events in this scenario, CAT could make available a form for the
Industry Member to report this scenario. FIF members understand that it would be necessary to provide
a definition or guidelines for when this type of approach would be permitted.

FIF members also request that CAT LLC provide clarification that the requirement to repair historical
events does not apply to events that occurred during a period that is prior to the start date of the then-
current record retention period for the CAT system.

D. Retention of TIDs in the RDB system

FIF members are concerned about the retention of TIDs in the RDB system. As discussed in a comment
letter that FIF submitted to the Commission on July 14, 2025, because there are a finite number of SSNs
(10°, which is equal to one billion), any TID for a U.S. natural person could be reverse engineered to the
underlying SSN through applying the SHA-256 hash to each of the one billion potential SSNs.2” This
concern also applies for EINs and foreign identifiers. This vulnerability is known in the information
security community as a “rainbow table attack”. To address this concern, FIF members request that CAT
LLC modify the CAT system in a manner that would not require the retention of TIDs in their current
form but still allow for the linkage of activity involving each specific CCID. FIF members believe it is
technically feasible to devise the assignment of CCIDs without retaining TIDs in their current form, such
that cross-broker and cross-account surveillance of a single customer’s trading activity is achievable. FIF
members have identified various approaches to achieve this objective. As one example, the CAT system
could further encrypt every TID to another value (based on an encryption process that does not change
over time) and generate a CCID from this further encrypted TID. For existing TIDs, this would involve
replacing the current TID in the TID to CCID table with the new further encrypted TID. This is one of
multiple approaches that could be adopted to address this issue. Please see Annex A for an illustration
of how this recommendation could be implemented.

87 FIF letter to the Commission (July 14, 2025), available at https://fif.com/index.php/working-
groups/category/271-comment-letters?download=3328:fif-comment-letter-to-the-sec-in-response-to-the-
amended-rule-filing-by-cat-llc-to-remove-pii-from-cais&start=30&view=category, at 9-10.
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E. Commission and SRO regulatory inquiries

Commission and SRO regulatory inquiries often include requests for transaction data that is currently
available in CAT. FIF members request that the Commission and SROs update the regulatory inquiry
process to exclude requests for transaction data that is available in CAT. This is discussed in further
detail above.

Iv. Retirement of EBS and other duplicative reporting requirements; design and implementation
of R&R System

A. Overview

FIF members support the retirement of EBS and other reporting requirements that are duplicative of
CAT. FIF members further support automation and standardization of the request and response process
currently used by the SROs. The following are key points discussed in this subsection:

e The Commission should retire EBS and other transaction inquiry processes that are duplicative
of CAT.

o With the implementation of CAT, EBS and these other transaction inquiry processes are
redundant for transaction data.

e SROs currently send FDIDs to Industry Members and request that the Industry Members provide
PIl for the CAT Customers associated to these FDIDs. This “request and response process”, which
enables regulatory personnel to link CAT transaction data to customer data, means that EBS is
no longer needed for account data.

e Rule 613(a) requires the elimination of rules that are duplicative of CAT; when the Commission
approved the initial CAT NMS Plan in 2016, the Commission directed the retirement of EBS and
other duplicative systems.

e FIF members recommend that the Commission and the SROs automate and standardize the
current request and response process to create a request and response system (“R&R System”).

e Requests through an R&R System should originate from the Commission or an SRO (FINRA or an
exchange). The requests should be centralized through a system operator. The system operator
would then forward the response to the requesting party.

e The requested data should not be centrally stored by the system operator but should be
delivered to the requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) to be maintained in
the requesting party’s own secured storage environment.

e The requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) should delete the data collected
in response to a request upon the termination of the applicable investigation.

e The Commission and SROs should implement oversight processes to monitor for compliance
with the obligations described in the preceding bullet.

e FIF members expect that an R&R System could be operated in a cost-efficient manner given that
(i) FIF members do not foresee large volumes of R&R System requests, and (ii) as proposed by
FIF members, the R&R System would not centrally store the requested data.

e The Commission should retire other redundant audit trail requirements, including (i)
requirements relating to Unidentified Large Traders, (ii) broker-dealer monitoring and
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recordkeeping requirements relating to large traders, and (iii) fields included in reporting to the
TRFs and ORF for regulatory purposes.

e FIF members request that the Commission reevaluate large trader reporting (including Form
13H and the assighnment of large trader identifiers by the Commission) in light of CAT.

As noted above, any reference to EBS in this letter refers to EBS for equities and options, except where
expressly provided otherwise.

B. With the implementation of CAT, EBS and other transaction inquiry processes are redundant
for transaction data

Categories of EBS data

EBS requires reporting of two categories of data: transaction data; and account data. With the
implementation of CAT, EBS is redundant for transaction data and ineffective for collecting customer
data.

With the implementation of CAT, EBS is redundant for transaction data

EBS transaction data is fully duplicative of CAT, other than two fields. In other words, as far as FIF
members are aware, other than two fields, all transaction data provided in response to EBS requests is
already in CAT. More specifically, FIF members are aware of only the following two transaction data
fields that are included in EBS but not included in CAT:

e Solicited code
e Employer name.2®

When the Commission adopted CAT in 20128 and approved the original CAT NMS Plan in 2016,%° the
Commission decided not to require that these two fields be included in CAT, even though the
Commission clearly intended for CAT to replace EBS (see discussion below). In other words, the
Commission has already decided that these two fields should not be retained. If the Commission now
has a different position (which FIF members do not believe to be the case), the Commission should
propose a modification to Rule 613 or request that CAT LLC submit an amendment to the CAT NMS Plan
to propose adding these two fields to CAT. Such a proposal would be subject to public comment and a
cost-benefit analysis.

One alternative is to retain EBS for the sole purpose of retaining these two fields. The continued
reporting of these two fields does not justify the ongoing costs of EBS, and the Commission clearly
agreed with this point when the Commission provided for the retirement of EBS in connection with the
Commission’s approval of the original CAT NMS Plan in 2016 (see discussion below). The CAT NMS Plan

88 FINRA Regulatory Notice 20-19, Electronic Blue Sheet Submissions, available at
https://www.finra.org/sites/default/files/2020-06/Regulatory-Notice-20-19.pdf (“EBS Regulatory Notice”), at 9.

89 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 67457 (July 18, 2012), 77 FR 45722 (Aug. 1, 2012) (“CAT Adopting Release”).
9 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 79318 (Nov. 15, 2016), 81 FR 84696 (Nov. 23, 2016).
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also makes clear that CAT LLC has conducted an analysis of “... EBS data elements and asset classes that
would need to be included in the Plan” to enable the elimination of EBS for equities and options.*! In
other words, in implementing the CAT NMS Plan, CAT LLC already determined the EBS data elements
that needed to be included in the CAT NMS Plan. This is discussed in further detail below.

EBS transaction data is far inferior to CAT transaction data

In addition to EBS transaction data being redundant to CAT, the transaction data in EBS is far inferior to
CAT transaction data. For example:

e CAT includes order events and trade executions, while EBS includes trade executions but does
not include order events.

o CAT trade executions are linked to trades reported to the TRFs and ORF, while EBS does not
provide this linkage.

e EBS does not provide the same level of time granularity as CAT.

Other transaction inquiry processes

As discussed above, Commission and SRO inquiries for trading data are not currently limited to EBS. FIF
members continue to receive a significant volume of ad hoc transaction inquiries. Many of these ad hoc
inquiries request a significant volume of data. These transaction inquiries request data that has been
reported to CAT and, accordingly, should be retired.

C. The FDID-based request and response process currently implemented by the SROs means that
regulators no longer need EBS to obtain account data

Current FDID-based request and response process

SROs have implemented a request and response process to obtain customer data associated to FDIDs
reported to CAT. More specifically, in the recent past regulators have been sending inquiries to Industry
Members with FDID lists and requests for the Industry Members to provide customer information
associated with those FDIDs.

This process is described in a press release published by FINRA on January 17, 2025:

Instead, once a potential violation involving a particular account is identified, regulators
can rely on a request and response approach to make targeted information requests to
broker-dealers to ascertain the person trading through that account. Relying on a
request and response approach, as regulators did before CAT and still do today in many
scenarios, would avoid any need to collect investors’ personal information in the
customer database.®

91 CAT NMS Plan, at Appendix C — 98-99.
92 January 2025 FINRA Press Release.
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As discussed below, given that the current process is manually intensive and often without uniform
standards, FIF members recommend automating and standardizing the current process. This letter
refers to the current manual FDID-based request process as the “current request and response process.”
As used in this letter, “R&R System” refers to an automated request and response system as proposed
by the Commission in the Concept Release.

Given the request and response process, regulatory personnel no longer need EBS to obtain account
data

Given the request and response process described in the preceding subsection, regulatory personnel no
longer need EBS to obtain account data. In fact, the request and response process is far superior to EBS
for this purpose because the request and response process enables regulatory personnel to link CAT
transaction data to customer data, which is not possible with EBS. We use the term account data with
respect to EBS as opposed to customer data because EBS only allows for a firm to report a single natural
person or legal entity with respect to a transaction.®® Accordingly, this letter characterizes EBS as
account-level reporting. In contrast, this letter characterizes the RDB system as customer-level reporting
because an Industry Member is required to report multiple natural persons and legal entities with
respect to an account, where applicable.

Diagram 1 illustrates the request and response process currently implemented by the SROs:

Diagram 1
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93 EBS Regulatory Notice, at 9-10.
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The primary benefit of CAT as compared to its predecessor Order Audit Trail System is the ability for
regulatory personnel to link activity of a single natural person or legal entity across different accounts at
the same broker-dealer or different broker-dealers. This is achieved through the reporting of TIDs linked
to FDIDs.>* As described above, TIDs (transformed identifiers) are hashes of social security numbers,
employer identification numbers and other personal identifiers,® and the CAT system converts reported
TIDs to CCIDs (CAT Customer IDs).%®

Based on the design of CAT, any system to link CAT transactions to customer information should be
based on FDIDs. EBS does not contain FDIDs or CCIDs, so it cannot be used to link CAT transaction data
to customer information.?’ In contrast, the request and response process enables regulatory personnel
to link CAT transaction data to customer data through FDID-based requests.

Additional concerns with retaining EBS for account data
FIF members have the following additional concerns with retaining EBS for account data:

e EBSisintended to be a transaction reporting system; EBS includes PIl but is not intended to
function as a database for customer information. This is in contrast to the request and response
process described above, which is specifically focused on obtaining customer information.

e EBS provides for the plaintext transmission of SSNs and account numbers. The response to a
single EBS request could contain tens or hundreds of thousands of plaintext SSNs. FIF members
are concerned that the ongoing transmission of SSNs and account numbers through EBS in
plaintext risks the unauthorized disclosure of personal data.

e In contrast to CAT, which historically provided for separate reporting of transaction and
customer data, the EBS system requires the reporting of SSNs and other Pll in association to
every transaction.

e FIF members are not aware of any controls for EBS to require the encrypted storage of SSNs
and other PII.

e Responding to EBS queries is manually intensive.

e EBS does not take advantage of the structured Pll data that Industry Members have generated
(until recently) to comply with their prior CAIS reporting obligations.

e The record format of EBS is inferior to the prior CAIS record format in many respects; for
example, EBS only allows one natural person or legal entity to be associated to an accoun
while the prior CAIS record format allowed multiple customers to be associated to an account
(for example, a beneficial holder and an investment adviser).?® This means that EBS fails to

t, 98

9 See, for example, Reference Database Technical Specifications, at 4-6 and 8-10.

% 1d. at 8-10.

%1d. at 10-11.

97 As discussed in this letter, EBS contains account information as opposed to customer information.

%8 See EBS Regulatory Notice, at 9-10.

9 See, for example, CAT Reporting Customer & Account Technical Specifications for Industry Members, Version
2.2.0r4 (Aug. 14, 2025), available at https://catnmsplan.com/sites/default/files/2025-

08/08.14.25 Full CAIS Technical Specifications 2.2.0 r4 CLEAN.pdf, at 44-51.
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account for the increasingly common scenario where the beneficial owner of an account is not
the party making the trading decisions for the accounts (i.e., managed accounts).

D. The CAT adopting release identifies shortcomings of EBS
In the adopting release for CAT, the Commission similarly identifies various shortcomings of EBS:

... EBS data, which is currently sourced from the so-called back-office records of clearing
brokers, are limited to executed trades and do not contain information on orders or
guotes (and thus no information on routes, modifications, and cancellations). Also, in
frequent cases where brokers utilize average-price accounts to execute and aggregate
multiple trades for one or more customers, the details of each individual trade
execution are typically lost when reported through the EBS system because it is only the
average aggregate price and volume of a series of executed trades that are transmitted
to the clearing systems for processing.

Furthermore, the EBS data currently includes only the dates, but not the times, of each
trade execution (regardless of whether or not the trade represents an average-price

series of executions). Since there could be many broker-dealers trading a given security
on a given day of interest, to reconstruct trading on the market for one security on one
day could involve many, perhaps hundreds, of EBS requests. Consequently, EBS data,

alone, are not generally useful for price or short sale manipulations analysis, order flow
analysis, depth-of-book analysis, or any large-scale market reconstructions in which the

timing of events is required to build a useful picture of the market.'®

In addition, though the EBS system provides the names associated with each account in
which a trade has been placed, these names are based on the separate records of each
broker-dealer providing data to the EBS system, and the same party may be identified
by a different name across multiple broker-dealers. Experience of staff at the
Commission has shown that it is difficult to perform cross-broker customer analysis of
trading since the same customer may be known by different names depending on the
account and broker-dealer through which it traded.

The EBS system also typically requires SRO and Commission staff needing EBS data to
request the information from each broker-dealer, and complete responses from each
broker-dealer may take days or weeks depending upon the scope of the request. As a
result of these various limitations, the EBS system is generally only used by regulators in
narrowly-focused enforcement investigations that generally involve trading in particular
securities on particular dates or with specific broker-dealers [emphasis added; footnotes
omitted].20?

100 cyrrently, EBS includes execution timestamps with precision to the full second, while CAT requires timestamps
for electronic order and trade events to millisecond precision. Since EBS does not include any order information,
EBS does not include order timestamps. EBS Regulatory Notice, at 10. CAT Reporting Technical Specifications, at 4.
101 CAT Adopting Release, at 77 FR 45727-45728.
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E.

Rule 613(a) requires the elimination of systems that are duplicative of CAT; the Commission,
as part of its approval of the CAT NMS Plan in 2016, provided directions for the retirement of
EBS

Rule 613(a)(1)(ix) requires the CAT NMS Plan to identify and include a plan for the retirement of systems
that are duplicative of CAT.1%2 More specifically, Rule 613(a)(1) requires the CAT NMS Plan to include the
following:

(ix) A plan to eliminate existing rules and systems (or components thereof) that will be
rendered duplicative by the consolidated audit trail, including identification of

such rules and systems (or components thereof); to the extent that any existing rules or
systems related to monitoring quotes, orders, and executions provide information that
is not rendered duplicative by the consolidated audit trail, an analysis of:

(A) Whether the collection of such information remains appropriate;

(B) If still appropriate, whether such information should continue to be separately
collected or should instead be incorporated into the consolidated audit trail; and

(C) If no longer appropriate, how the collection of such information could be efficiently
terminated; the steps the plan sponsors propose to take to seek Commission approval
for the elimination of such rules and systems (or components thereof); and a timetable
for such elimination, including a description of how the plan sponsors propose to phase
in the consolidated audit trail and phase out such existing rules and systems (or
components thereof);!%

CAT LLC incorporated this mandate from Rule 613 into the CAT NMS Plan that was approved by the
Commission in 2016. More specifically, Appendix C to the CAT NMS Plan provides as follows:

The Participants will coordinate with the SEC regarding modification of the CAT NMS
Plan to include information sufficient to eliminate or modify those Exchange Act rules or
systems that the SEC deems appropriate.

With respect to SEC Rule 17a-25, such coordination will include, among other things,
consideration of EBS data elements and asset classes that would need to be included in
the Plan, as well as the timing of when all Industry Members will be subject to the
Plan.10%

102 17 CFR §242.613(a)(1)(ix).

103 |bid.

104 CAT NMS Plan, at Appendix C - 98-99.
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When approving the CAT NMS Plan in 2016, the Commission made clear the Commission’s
understanding that EBS would be redundant of CAT for equities and options and should be retired for
these two asset classes upon the CAT Transaction Reporting system becoming operational:

Specifically, the Commission believes that, going forward, CAT will provide Commission
Staff with much of the equity and option data that is currently obtained through equity
and option cleared reports and EBS, including the additional transaction data captured
in connection with Rule 13h—1 concerning large traders. Accordingly, Commission Staff
is directed to develop a proposal for Commission consideration, within six months of
the Effective Date, to: (i) Amend Rule 17a-25 to eliminate the components of EBS that
are redundant of CAT, and (ii) amend Rule 13h—1, the large trader Rule, to eliminate its
transaction reporting requirements, in each case effective at such time as CAT Data
meets minimum standards of accuracy and reliability. In addition, as part of this
proposal, Commission Staff will recommend whether there will continue to be any
need for the Commission to make requests for equity and option cleared reports,
except for historical data, once CAT is fully operational and CAT Data meets minimum
standards of accuracy and reliability. The Commission notes that the EBS system will
still be used to collect historical equity and options data—i.e., for executions occurring
before CAT is fully operational—and data on asset classes not initially covered by CAT,
such as fixed income, municipal, or other government securities, and that the
components of the EBS system necessary to enable such usage will need to be retained.
However, to the extent that CAT is expanded to include data on additional asset classes,
the Commission will consider whether the components of the EBS system related to the
retention and reporting of data on these asset classes can also be eliminated. [emphasis
added; footnotes omitted]'®

CAT LLC released Phase 2e of CAIS on May 31, 2024.1% Since that date, the CAT System has included all
data to support the retirement of EBS, as mandated in Rule 613 and the CAT NMS Plan. FIF members
request that the Commission make public its plan to retire EBS, as mandated in the Commission’s 2016
approval of the CAT NMS Plan.

F. Recommendations for an automated and secure R&R System
Commission request for comment
In the Concept Release, the Commission requests comment on whether an R&R System should be
implemented and further requests comments on how such a system, if adopted, should operate.®” FIF

members support the adoption and implementation of an R&R System. This subsection provides
recommendations from FIF members relating to the operation of an R&R System.

105 securities Exchange Act Release No. 79318 (Nov. 15, 2016), 81 FR 84696 (Nov. 23, 2016), at 81 FR 84777-84778.
106 Consolidated Audit Trail, Timeline, available at https://catnmsplan.com/timeline.
107 ee, for example, Concept Release, at 91 FR 20962-20963.
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Need to automate and standardize the current request and response process

As discussed above, SROs have implemented a request and response process to obtain customer data
associated to FDIDs reported to CAT. Because the current request and response process involves manual
and often non-standardized inquiries, Industry Members are required to spend significant time (and
incur significant associated costs) in responding to these inquiries. FIF members support automating and
standardizing the current request and response process. While automation could take additional time,
FIF members request that regulatory personnel take steps in the interim to standardize the current
request and response process, as this would assist broker-dealers in standardizing their own response
processes.

Design recommendations for an R&R System

While greater standardization can be achieved in the near-term, the Commission and the SROs should
seek, longer term, to automate and secure the current request and response process through
establishing a standardized, published data format for responses and providing a secure means for
Industry Members to submit responses.

More specifically, FIF members recommend that the Commission and the SROs implement a system
whereby the Commission and the SROs could obtain, through a request and response approach, the
data fields containing PIl that are no longer reported to CAT. These requests would be based on one or
more FDIDs specified by the Commission or an SRO, as applicable. This type of system would address
each of the deficiencies of EBS identified above. While there would be a cost to implement this type of
system, these costs would be recovered over a short period of time through automation, increased
clarity as to the data to be reported, and the ability for Industry Members to rely on the systems and
data structures that they developed to implement CAIS reporting. These cost savings would continue for
the foreseeable future. FIF members would support the implementation of this type of system on an
expedited basis, subject to providing Industry Members a reasonable implementation period.

FIF members believe that the requests in this system could be centralized through a system operator.
The system operator could then forward the responses to the requesting party, which would be the
Commission, FINRA or an exchange (as applicable).

As proposed:

e The responses by Industry Members would include all customer information for an FDID for the
applicable historical period being requested by the Commission or SRO.

e Arequest identifier would be associated to each request.

e The system operator would provide a secure method for Industry Members to respond to these
requests.

e The data elements and format for these responses would be based on the prior CAIS data
elements and format, including data elements that include PII.

e The requested data would not be centrally stored by the system operator (unless the system
operator were the requesting party) or any other intermediary party but would be delivered to
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the requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) to be maintained in the
requesting party’s own secured storage environment.

e The requesting party (the Commission or an SRO, as applicable) would delete the data collected
in response to a request upon the termination of the applicable investigation.

e The Commission and SROs would implement oversight processes to monitor for compliance
with the obligations described in the preceding bullet.

e Industry Members should be able to access R&R System requests and submit responses through
an APl and through a web interface. The APl would enable Industry Members to automate their
response processes.

FIF members recommend active collaboration among the Commission, the SROs and Industry Members
in the design, development, implementation and operation of an R&R System.

Objectives achieved with the approach proposed by FIF members
FIF members support the approach proposed above because it achieves the following objectives:

e Allows for the retirement of EBS

e Low-touch (i.e., highly automated) for Industry Members to implement and operate

e Takes advantage of costs and efforts previously incurred by the Commission, the SROs and
Industry Members to implement CAT and CAIS

e Avoids the risk of PIl being stored centrally; reduces risk by decentralizing the secured storage of
PIl

e Enables regulatory personnel to investigate trading by a customer across accounts and broker-
dealers, which has been the primary objective of CAT.

Anticipated costs for an R&R System

In the Concept Release, the Commission requests comment on the anticipated costs for regulators and
Industry Members to develop and operate an R&R System. Without technical documentation, it is
difficult to provide cost estimates. However, FIF members expect that an R&R System could be operated
in a cost-efficient manner given that (i) FIF members do not foresee large volumes of R&R requests, and
(ii) as proposed above by FIF members, the R&R System would not centrally store the requested data.

Additional issues for the Commission and SROs to consider

The following are additional issues that the regulators would need to consider in implementing an R&R
System:

e Reporting and submitting parties. The regulators would need to consider the reporting and
submitting party roles in this process. FIF members recommend that the R&R System maintain
the approach currently used for CAT where a “submitting firm” can submit records on behalf of
a reporting firm. FIF members propose that the reporting firm receive all requests with the
ability to permission one or more submitting firms to also receive these requests. The regulators
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would need to consider scenarios where a reporting firm has changed submitting firms and a
regulatory query relates to a historical period during which the reporting firm was using a prior
submitting firm.

e Requests relating to pre-R&R System periods. The regulators would need to consider how they
would request and collect customer data for periods prior to the implementation of an
automated R&R System. One potential approach would be that an Industry Member that has
retained its historical data in CAIS format would be able to respond to requests covering pre-
R&R System periods through the R&R System while an Industry Member that has not retained
its historical data in CAIS format would be required to respond in a different format.

o Historical requests for post-R&R System periods. FIF members recommend further discussion
among the Commission, the SROs and Industry Members for how to address historical requests
for post-R&R System periods (for example, the R&R System commences operation at the start of
Year 0 and during Year 2 the regulators request customer information for Year 1).

o Feedback. The regulators would need to consider the type of feedback that the system operator
would provide to reporting and submitting firms. FIF members recommend a simplified
feedback process and would be concerned about a feedback process that is overly complicated.
FIF members recommend further discussion among the Commission, the SROs and Industry
Members on the feedback process for an R&R System.

Industry Members would require a reasonable time period to update their systems and processes to
conform to the requirements of an R&R System. The appropriate time period for implementation could
be determined as part of the discussions relating to the design and development of the system.

Regulatory policies

In connection with their collection of Pll through an automated request and response system, the
Commission and SROs should implement policies that address the following issues:

e Limiting requests to scenarios where regulatory personnel have identified potential suspicious
activity

e Identifying the categories of personnel that can access the data in the system and for what
purpose

e Access controls

e Surveillance and audit to be conducted relating to this access

e Deleting PIl data reported by Industry Members after an investigation has closed

e Notification of security breaches.

Prior Commission support for an automated request and response process

In its 2025 Exemptive Order relating to CAIS PIl, the Commission discusses the benefits of having an
automated request and response process:
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... technological advances such as more efficient computing and networking, could result
in the development of an automated or partially automated system for requesting
information from broker-dealers and for responding to regulator requests for
information held by broker-dealers.!%®

FIF members agree with the Commission as to the benefits that can be achieved through automating the
current regulatory inquiry processes.

G. EBS for fixed income

FIF members appreciate the Commission requesting comment on EBS for fixed income.'% At this time,
FIF members are focused on EBS for equities and options given the volume of EBS requests for equities
and options, the costs incurred by FIF members to comply with these requests, and the opportunity to
address these costs given the implementation of CAT. This comment letter is not focused on EBS for
fixed income, and FIF members might submit comments on EBS for fixed income at a future date. At a
high-level, FIF members suggest discussions with FINRA as to whether EBS for fixed income could be
replaced with a more efficient inquiry process.

H. The Commission should retire requirements relating to Unidentified Large Traders and broker-
dealer monitoring and recordkeeping requirements relating to large trader status because
these requirements are duplicative of CAT

Background on the large trader reporting rule, including requirements relating to Unidentified Large
Traders and broker-dealer monitoring and recordkeeping requirements

The Commission adopted the large trader reporting rule (the “large trader rule” or the “rule”) on July 27,
2011.11° The adopting release for the rule explains that “The large trader reporting requirements that
the Commission is now adopting will enhance, in the near term, the Commission’s ability to identify, and
collect information on the trading activity of, the most significant participants in the U.S. markets.”!!!
The larger trader rule requires a person or entity that exceeds specified trading-level thresholds to file
Form 13H with the Commission.'*? Pursuant to the rule, a large trader is required to disclose to each
broker-dealer through which it trades the large trader’s status as a large trader, the “large trader
identification number” (“LTID”) assigned by the Commission to the large trader, and each account to
which the LTID applies.!*3

108 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 102386 (Feb. 10, 2025), 90 FR 9642 (Feb. 14, 2025), at 90 FR 9645.

109 Concept Release, at 91 FR 20963.

110 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 64976 (July 27, 2011), 76 FR 46960 (Aug. 3, 2011) (“Large Trader Adopting
Release”).

1111d. at 76 FR 46961.

112 17 CFR §240.13h-1(b)(1).
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Pursuant to the large trader rule, a broker-dealer is required to monitor the trading activity of every
account and determine if any account customer has satisfied the daily or monthly level of trading
activity that qualifies the customer as a large trader.1* If the broker-dealer identifies such a customer,
and the customer has not yet provided an LTID to the broker-dealer, the broker-dealer must assign an
Unidentified Large Trader ID (“ULTID”) to the customer.'®® It is also standard industry practice for the
broker-dealer to notify the customer that (i) the customer has satisfied the threshold that qualifies the
customer as a large trader and (ii) the customer must complete Commission Form 13H to obtain an LTID.
Once the customer obtains the LTID, the customer is required to provide the LTID to the broker-
dealer.!'® The broker-dealer in turn replaces the ULTID with the LTID. Further, it is standard practice for
the broker-dealer to continually monitor the trading activity of the customer’s accounts and notify the
customer if the customer’s trading activity falls below the large trader threshold for a full calendar year,
which would deactivate the customer’s status as a large trader.!’

The rule imposes on broker-dealers the obligation to monitor whether a customer has met, and
continues to meet, the threshold to qualify as a large trader. The Commission writes in the adopting
release for the large trader rule that “The proposed monitoring requirements were intended to promote
awareness of and foster compliance with Rule 13h—1 by customers who might not be aware of their
large trader reporting responsibilities.”*8

This process is onerous for the industry and should be reconsidered given that CAT provides a more
comprehensive and timely process for identifying active traders.

The current approach for monitoring Unidentified Large Traders is ineffective

The approach for monitoring large trader reporting adopted by the Commission is ineffective because a
broker-dealer would not know about a customer’s trading activity at other broker-dealers. In the
adopting release for the large trader reporting rule, the Commission acknowledges the limitations of
requiring each individual broker-dealer to separately determine whether a customer qualifies as a large
trader:

In other words, when considering whether a customer’s trading activity has exceeded
the “identifying activity level,” the broker-dealer need only consider the customer’s
activity effected through an account or a group of accounts at that broker-dealer. If that
activity rose to the “identifying activity level”, the broker-dealer would be required to
treat the customer as an Unidentified Large Trader. Beyond considering the transactions
effected through an account or a group of accounts at the broker-dealer, however, the
broker-dealer is not required to proactively make further inquiries for the purpose of

114 17 CFR §240.13h-1(d).

115 see, for example, Securities and Exchange Commission, Division of Trading and Markets, Responses to
Frequently Asked Questions Concerning Large Trader Reporting, available at https://www.sec.gov/rules-
regulations/staff-guidance/trading-markets-frequently-asked-questions/responses-frequently-0, at Question 3.3.
116 17 CFR §240.13h-1(b)(2).

117 See, for example, 17 CFR §240.13h-1(b)(3)(iii).

118 | arge Trader Adopting Release, at 76 FR 46978.
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determining its customer’s status (e.g., by seeking to determine the customer’s trading
activity at other broker-dealers). [emphasis added]*®

The Commission also highlights the limitations of this monitoring requirement even with respect to
customer trading activity that a broker-dealer is aware of:

The Commission notes that in some cases only the potential large trader would know
whether it in fact is a large trader because certain types of transactions are excluded
from the identifying activity level calculation. For example, a broker-dealer may have a
customer that effected $22,000,000 worth of transactions through that broker-dealer in
a given day, in excess of the identifying activity threshold. If that customer did not
previously identify itself as a large trader to the broker-dealer by providing an LTID and
identifying the accounts to which it applies, then the broker-dealer would treat the
customer as an Unidentified Large Trader. However, the customer may not, in fact, be
required to register as a large trader because the customer may not have exercised
investment discretion over those transactions.'?°

Itis also important to note that the large trader rule does not require the broker-dealer to ensure that
the customer files Form 13H and obtains an LTID.

Given that CAT identifies trading across accounts, the requirements relating to Unidentified Large
Traders and the requirements for broker-dealers to monitor and record large trader activity are
redundant and should be retired

An Industry Member is required to report all of the following to the CAT Transaction Reporting and RDB

systems:
e An FDID for every account?!

e Anidentifier for each natural person and legal entity customer associated to each FDID;'??
Industry Members report a hashed version of the tax identification number for any customer
(i.e., the hashed version of an SSN for a U.S. natural person and the hashed version of an EIN for
a U.S. legal entity),'?® and the Commission converts these hashed values to encrypted
“CCIDs”1?4

e The FDID for every order.®

Diagram 2 illustrates these associations:

119 1d, at 76 FR 46979.

12014, at 76 FR 46980.

121 See, for example, Reference Database Technical Specifications, at 4-6.
12219, at 8-10.

123 |bid.

124 1d. at 10-11

125 see, for example, CAT Reporting Technical Specifications, at 8-11.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION FORUM 51



Diagram 2
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Given the above data reported to CAT, the Commission, through CAT, can readily determine if any CCID
has exceeded the applicable trading thresholds for large trader reporting.

As discussed above, requiring individual broker-dealers to monitor for a customer’s compliance with
large trader reporting is an ineffective approach because each broker-dealer only has access to the
trading activity that the customer conducts through that broker-dealer. It is far more effective for the
Commission -- which can use CAT to calculate a customer’s activity across all broker-dealers -- to
monitor a customer’s compliance with large trader reporting.

Based on the discussion above, FIF members recommend that the Commission retire (i) the current
requirements relating to the reporting of Unidentified Large Traders, and (ii) the current broker-dealer
monitoring and recordkeeping requirements relating to large traders. For purposes of clarification, FIF
members are recommending that broker-dealers record trading activity of large traders in the same
manner that they record trading activity of all other customers (i.e., without any obligation to monitor
or record that the trading activity is associated to a large trader).

Large trader reporting should be reevaluated in light of CAT

More generally, FIF members also request that the Commission reevaluate large trader reporting
(including Form 13H and the assignment of LTIDs by the Commission) in light of CAT. Given that
regulators, using the CAT Transaction Reporting and RDB systems, can now determine the activity level
of any CCID across accounts at the same broker-dealer and across accounts at different broker-dealers,
what is the current incremental regulatory value of large trader reporting? The Commission should
engage in a cost-benefit analysis as to whether to retain, modify or retire large trader reporting in light
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of CAT Transaction Reporting and RDB data now being available. As part of this analysis and
reevaluation, the Commission should provide additional information relating to its current usage of large
trader reporting data and the benefits of this usage relative to the costs. The reevaluation of large trader
reporting should not delay providing an exemption from the requirements of large trader reporting that
relate specifically to Unidentified Large Traders and the monitoring and recordkeeping obligations of
broker-dealers, as discussed above.

I. FINRA should retire TRF and ORF reporting requirements that are duplicative of CAT
The three current objectives for TRF and ORF reporting
The current TRF and ORF reporting requirements are intended to achieve three objectives:

o Transparency. Certain data reported by Industry Members is transmitted by FINRA to the
Securities Information Processors (the “SIPs”) and disseminated by the SIPs to the market in
real-time.

e (Clearing. Certain data reported by Industry Members is transmitted by FINRA to National
Securities Clearing Corporation to facilitate trade clearing and settlement.

e Regulatory. Certain data is used by FINRA for regulatory oversight.

FINRA should remove any reporting requirements that are intended for regulatory surveillance, as these
requirements are duplicative of CAT. The following are examples of these types of requirements:

e The requirement to report a riskless principal transaction that will not be disseminated to the
market and will not be used for clearing (for example, because the counterparty is not a broker-
dealer)!?®

e The requirement to report the capacity of the reporting party or the contra!?’

e The requirement to identify a trade as a short sale!?®

In the three examples above, the data is reported to CAT. The duplicative requirement to also report this
data to the TRFs and ORF should be removed.

* % % % %

126 See, for example, FINRA Rule 6380A(d)(3)(B)(ii)(b).

127 See, for example, Nasdaq FIX for Trade Reporting Programming Specification, Version 2026-01 (Feb. 2026),
available at https://nasdaqgtrader.com/content/technicalsupport/specifications/TradingProducts/fixactspec.pdf, at
43 and 49.

128 1d. at 45.
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FIF members and FIF appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Concept Release. If you would like
clarification on any of the items discussed in this letter or would like to discuss further, please contact

me at howard.meyerson@fif.com.

Very truly yours,
/s/ Howard Meyerson

Howard Meyerson
Managing Director, Financial Information Forum
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Annex A
Retention of TIDs in RDB System

As discussed in this comment letter, FIF members request that CAT LLC modify the CAT systemin a
manner that would not require the retention of TIDs in their current form but still allow for the linkage
of activity involving each specific CCID. FIF members are concerned that the current approach exposes
the data in the CAT system to a rainbow table attack, as described above. FIF members have identified
various approaches to implement this recommendation. As one example, the CAT system could further
encrypt every TID to another value (based on an encryption process that does not change over time)
and generate a CCID from this further encrypted TID. For existing TIDs, this would involve replacing the
current TID in the TID-to-CCID table with the new further encrypted TID. This is one of multiple
approaches that could be adopted to address this issue.

The diagram below illustrates at a high level the understanding of FIF members as to the current
approach for the retention of TIDs in the RDB system. This diagram is not intended to describe the
precise steps performed in the RDB system, but rather to describe the assumptions of FIF members as to
the general logic that is currently applied relating to the generation and retention of TIDs.*?° FIF
members would appreciate any further transparency that CAT LLC could provide with respect to these
processes as this would facilitate addressing the issue discussed in this Annex 1 and other issues.
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The diagram above illustrates an RDB system that maintains a look-up table with mapping of TIDs to
CCIDs. When a new TID is received from an Industry Member, the RDB system evaluates whether the
mapping of the TID to a CCID is included in the look-up table. If a mapping is included, there is no need
to update the look-up table. If a mapping is not included, the RDB system generates a CCID from the TID
and updates the look-up table to include this mapping.

129 ee, for example, letter from Brandon Becker, CAT NMS Plan Operating Committee Chair, to Vanessa
Countryman, Secretary, Securities and Exchange Commission (July 25, 2025), available at
https://www.sec.gov/comments/4-698/4698-632107-1870294.pdf, at 8 n. 30.
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The diagram below illustrates a proposed enhanced approach to address the risk of a rainbow table
attack, as described above. Under this approach, the RDB system would maintain encrypted TIDs.
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Under this approach, the RDB system would perform an encryption function on every current TID in the
look-up table to generate an enhanced TID. The RDB system would then generate a CCID from each
enhanced TID and update the look-up table accordingly. Going forward, when the RDB system receives a
new TID from an Industry Member, the RDB system would encrypt the TID to generate an enhanced TID.
The encryption function would not change over time. If a mapping for the enhanced TID is already
included in the look-up table, no update to the look-up table is required. If a mapping for the enhanced
TID is not included in the look-up table, the RDB system would generate a CCID and update the look-up
table to include a mapping of the enhanced TID to a CCID. As part of this process, CAT LLC should also
encrypt the TID in the TID File.
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