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BY EMAIL

British Columbia Securities Commission

Alberta Securities Commission

Financial and Consumer Affairs Authority (Saskatche)
Manitoba Securities Commission

Ontario Securities Commission

Autorité des marchés financiers

Financial and Consumer Services Commission (Newm$8xick)
Superintendent of Securities, Department of JustimePublic Safety, Prince Edward Island
Nova Scotia Securities Commission

Securities Commission of Newfoundland and Labrador
Superintendent of Securities, Northwest Territories
Superintendent of Securities, Yukon

Superintendent of Securities, Nunavut

Dear Mesdames and Sirs:

Re: Proposed Amendments to the Companion Policy tdlational Instrument 23-101 Trading Rules.
Application of the Order Protection Rule (“*OPR") to Marketplaces Imposing Systematic Order Processing
Delays (the “Proposed Amendments”)

Please see our views on the Proposed Amendments.b#/e appreciate the acknowledgement by the (fSiAeo
need to respond in a timely manner to the issuisedéay the impending market structure shift tdude an
unprotected “lit” marketplace, and their effortsdeal with these issues without unduly delayingaakatplace
proposal.

The current sequence of events has, however, reedseveral key points: 1) Market structure clearthat arise
from a marketplace proposal should be addressedghrthe usual comment process for marketplacegesaas
the specifics assist industry participants in ariaty them; 2) if the impact is larger, as it is énethen the
information obtained during that comment procesaikhbe used to inform any rule proposals (inclgdime cost-
benefit analysis) and, where warranted, the CSAllshdelay the final approval of the changes utté tule
amendment process is complete (or, at least, cotsrhame been received and considered); and 3) hiasrbeen
insufficient attention to the best execution imations of market structure changes.

Before responding to the specific questions raisdtie notice and request for comment describiegRioposed
Amendments (theNotice”), we have two general comments. First, the coreeaised in the context of the CSA’s
May 15, 2014 OPR proposal (the014 OPR Proposd) about having both protected and unprotected
marketplaces, and the suggestions that any sudbialeshould be approached with caution, have manb
addressed although they were mentioned in thedattory comments in the Notice. It is unfortundtattthere
was no opportunity to comment on the impact of aprotected Alpha ExchangeAlpha™), but we can address
the issues raised by it in responding to the goiestin the Notice. Our second general commentisvile believe
the lack of analysis on the impact of differentegpf systematic order processing delagygtematic delay9

and other functionality impacting speed and cetyai execution is a fundamental impediment tovémg at a
principles-based conclusion, and should raise ssgwreall industry participants, not just thoseusfmost directly




impacted by the Proposed Amendments.

Moving from all to some protected marketplaces

Consistent with our comment letter on the 2014 @®&oosal and, as discussed below in our responsthe t
specific questions posed in the Notice, we seemtajmplexities in the partially protected envirommthat would

result from the Proposed Amendments, particulaith wespect to Canadian investment dealers’ akiitityneet
their best execution obligations and investordlighijparticularly the retail investors) to monittire fulfilment of

these best execution obligations.

The Canadian regulatory framework for trading isrfdeed on order exposure, best execution, clieatipyj trade-
through avoidance and data consolidation. Due ¢osthucture and evolution of today's multiple mgleee
environment, there has been little focus on qugntifand measuring best execution in a way thavélable for
review by investors and regulators. In fact, piadly speaking, measures for meeting OPR have giyé¢and
often inappropriately) been used as a proxy fortimgédest execution. This is reflectedliROC Rules Notice 14-
0082Best Execution Survey Resuydtlished March 28, 2014, where comments in resptmhow best execution
should be approached included that the use of sindet routers (SORS”) ensures best execution (see page 11).
Further, in the section on IIROC’s observationsS@R use (page 12), it was noted thati¢ Survey information
indicates a relatively low ability for Participants adjust SOR settings. Participants should carsichether their
best execution practices enable them to take iotount, and if deemed appropriate respond to, chrnmarket
conditions: It is our understanding that practices have motved significantly since IIROC’s survey resulteng
published, and we believe that the Proposed Amentime&ould move our securities markets into unclarte
territory and expose dealers to substantial lengdiraputational risks.

We are only aware of one other jurisdiction withaatial order protection environment: the US. Thel@tion into
their current order protection rules followed ayveifferent path than in Canada and, despite samperficial
similarities, the Proposed Amendments would nottpetCanadian securities markets in a similar positAs a
result, we feel they should not be consideredtas@ul precedent in this matter. We note, forregke, that:

« The 2005 amendments to SEC’s Regulation NMR&( NMS’) stated, as one of its purposes, the updating of
an existing SRO/exchange-driven trade-through abibg that included both manual and automatic ntarke
and protecting “immediately and automatically asdas” orders was aimed at tackling the issues wsdtme
of the remaining floor-based platforms (it shoutdre forgotten that this signaled the end of matnaaling
in equities in the US).

« Reg NMS also created a partial-protection regiméridyng order protection to the public market tsineld in
Regulation ATS (triggered when a marketplace héts i6 any security). The purpose here was to allow
proprietary systems to evolve without the cost anplying with onerous public market requiremenke t
unprotected under 5% ATSs were and are, for thé pass proprietary trading systems set up spelfico
not to reach the threshold and for which thereoi@ccess or transparency to non-members, makinigette
execution assessment for non-members a much mavragsable exercise, as further discussed below.

Not all systematic delays are created equal

As noted above with respect to the US market, vdoaisidering order protection rules for automaticsus manual
markets ten years ago, the SEC struggled withgheoariate definitions and expectations. The sofuthey came
up with was logical considering the quantum diffex@in execution timing between manual and autodradeling
platforms. Applying the same logic to the currisstie of systematic delays, where we are discusklays that
are sub-1 second, is of questionable validity. R#lgas of the advancements in technology, it iscgit to compare
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manual versus automatic against the scenario disdusnder the Proposed Amendments, except foralee s
purpose of looking at how a timing difference mdyantage one subset of the trading community vexi$oshers.

The Alpha systematic delay will slow down all orgslexxcept post-only (an order type typically usedhigh
frequency trading firms), adding to the latencyatly inherent in the average life cycle of an osdit on behalf
of a long term investor. This means that HFTs #tegtady receive execution information earlier tbtmers will
now have even more time to adjust — on Alpha asasebther lit marketplac&sAs pointed out in most comment
letters on the Alpha proposal, this could negagiuglpact institutional investors and large retaders in a material
way and was, we believe, the impetus to removidgoprotection from AlptfaAs a comparison, the NEO Bddk
(“NEQO”) speed bump applies only to active orders froterlay sensitive traders(STs"” which are, typically,
HFTs) and is of a duration meant to replicate trexage latency difference between orders sent Biystdird orders
sent on behalf of or by long-term investors thatehto pass through a dealer's order managemerersysiwe
guestion why the two systematic delays are consitierthe Notice to be the same, given their véfgrént impact
and purpose.

Oversight of marketplaces is aimed at ensuringistarey with the core principles of requlation,liming OPR
and best execution. New functionality of a markste should be reviewed in that light, not by ifolg one
characteristic that may be problematic in the carméanother marketplace’s overall offering.

Responses to the specific questions in the Notice

Question 1:  What are your views on whether OPR should apply tenarketplaces that impose an order
processing delay? If OPR should apply to marketplees that impose an order processing
delay, should it apply to some or all of them? Whdactors should be considered in processing
delay?

We are of the view that OPR should apply to albmated, lit marketplaces, subject to the consideratfurther
discussed below, or it should be removed for dth & shift to a more robust best execution regifie concept
of partial order protection overlaid on the currerdrket structure is troubling, as noted aboveis Ehnot a case
similar to the US where unprotected venues do rmtige open access nor participate in consoliddisplays,
making best execution a much more straightforwaalyais (i.e., of the functionality of the venuedarot of the
prices and trading patterns on it).

If, however, the CSA decides to proceed with thepPsed Amendments and bring in a partial protection
environment, we would argue that any functionadita marketplace and the pricing related to it +jnst whether

it imposes a systematic delay — should be analgpedsubjected to a comment process to determintherhtie
application of OPR in the context of that functilityawould have an undue impact on any market pidints,
especially those OPR was designed to protect.oFati be considered would be:

« Is the impact of the functionality consistent azansistent with the purposes of OPR?

» Does the functionality create an undue advantagtsadvantage to a subset of the trading commu#ity?

1n today’s technology-enabled world, Alpha is tedducing a version of the NYSE Specialist/ NASDA@rket maker system (whereby
those market makers had the ability to see the befidre making a trading decision) that was adeéby Reg NMS.

2 We are of the opinion that the Alpha systematiayleould also negatively impact small retail osleecause it provides liquidity
providers with an exclusive look at the changingkatconditions during the period of the systemdgtay; in other words they would
know, before an order (held up by the systemat@yjean trade with them, under what market coodgiit was entered and what the
conditions are at the moment they trade (or decideo trade by cancelling / re-pricing their posty order); this pre-knowledge allows
them to trade with, all-be-it at millisecond leveteferred access to information and may represamgiderable best execution concerns
for liquidity takers, including small retail ordefsee also, the previous footnote).
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if there is an advantage, does it favour long-tewestors or short term traders?
» Is the functionality useful to a broad or narrowfeusers?
» How does the functionality interact with the otheols and functions available on that marketplace?

» If there is a systematic delay, how does the dumatompare to the average processing speed foutgxeof
orders on all marketplaces (i.e., is the differeme¢he scale of automated versus manual execsiioiar to
Reg NMS'’s comparison, or on the scale of the noanabunt of latency already existing in the system)?

Not surprisingly, we remain convinced that a speechp aimed at minimizing the difference in speetivben
HFTs and other participants accessing liquidityaotake-take marketplace has a very different impzenh a
systematic delay that slows down all orders extegte of liquidity providers on a take-make markatpe. And
that differentiated impact is on a number of frortgluding execution quality for long-term invergtp best
execution, and the ability of the affected parteifs to adjust and mitigate any potential disachgatWe note
that in response to comments that the new Ordage@ion Rule could interfere with some short temoppietary
trading strategies, received in respect of the REHNMS release, the SEC stated that if the isteie long-term
investors and short-term traders conflicted, gsickesponsibility was to uphold the interest®oftterm investors.

Question 2:  In an environment where not all displayed orders owisible marketplaces are protected under
OPR because marketplaces impose an order processidglay, what are your views with
respect to the outcomes for protected and unproteetl visible marketplaces and for trading
on those marketplaces?Hor purposes of this Notice, a “protected” markadplis considered to
be a marketplace which displays protected orderdefised in OPR, while an “unprotected”
marketplace is one which does not display protectddrs.) In responding, please consider the
impacts on:

(a) various market participants including retail and institutional investors, and liquidity
providers;

(b) liquidity on both protected and unprotected visiblemarketplaces;

(c) price discovery;

(d) complexities and changes you anticipate from partipating in both protected and
unprotected visible marketplaces, including costsral effort; and

(e) the provision and use of consolidated data.

The outcomes for protected and unprotected madadpland the trading on them, regardless of thetimfor
removing protection, are largely dependent on diigpiggmessaging from the CSA and IIROC.

For example, any indications that execution qualityunprotected marketplaces should be presumteel ittferior
to that on protected marketplaces, would havegelarfluence on the outcome. Also, evidence ofoaennobust
monitoring and enforcement regime for best exeautioa lack thereof would lead to very differenhéeiours and
outcomes. It is our understanding that many onewest of the original supporters of the 5% thréshioat was
included in the 2014 OPR Proposal ceased to sufipshten they learned that they would not simplyalde to
ignore the unprotected marketplaces and that tleydineed to monitor and assess them in light sff &eecution.

The reason for this is that the issues dealers haping to address with the 5% threshold remaimanged under
fully-enforced best execution obligations. Reatisly, it would be hard to ignore unprotected méplaces from
a best execution perspective with (a) pre-traderinétion from all lit marketplaces available astpafr a
consolidated feed, (b) connections in place texalting lit marketplaces, (c) the same level giutation imposed
on a marketplace whether protected or not, anth@gertainty / quality of execution dependent anynfactors
beyond protected or unprotected. However, if themo sign of a change in monitoring and enforcenoéibest
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execution by regulators, then some firms may assuimeacceptable to ignore unprotected marketplaoeoss the
board, instead of on a case-by-case basis whefadisewould dictate they should. This would leadansiderable
best execution concerns.

Impact on liquidity on both protected and unprotected visible marketplacesand price discovery

We believe that the impact on liquidity and theceridiscovery process is not a consequence of whathe
marketplace is protected or not, but a consequeinwbether a new market model leads to substamtiaket-wide
segmentation of long-term investors’ order flow afdhow investors will react to an environment whéest
execution is at risk.

It is generally acknowledged that the Alpha systien@elay, combined with an inverted fee structwiens to

replicate the US third-party market maker modétaat retail order flow, incentivized by liquiditgking rebates,
and expose it to HFT liquidity providers, protectgdthe systematic delay, willing to pay a fee &wénaccess to
this flow. It appears to us that this model wadgiesd assuming that institutional flow will not gakquidity, out

of quality of execution considerations. We antitgpahat this model will lead to a number of tronbli

consequences:

» Segmentation of informed from uninformed flow lezglias many academic studies have demonstrated,
to a deterioration of the price discovery process.

* More sophisticated investors, whether retail ofifusonal, domestic or foreign, deciding to direbeir
flow away from the Canadian markets out of concefrabtaining best execution in an environment \eher
dealers are placed in a position of considerabidlicoof interest due to the proposed model.

Impact on various market participants including retail and institutional investors, and liquidity providers

As discussed above, if a marketplace becomes weqteat because of a systematic delay, the impacitait and
institutional investors would depend on the appiizaof the delay and the approach to protectesugunprotected
marketplaces by their dealers. If the delay waadtl to enhance their execution quality, and theasler has
prioritized protected marketplaces, the investdl sgceive an inferior execution but it will be wedifficult to
determine that based on the market data and regatilack thereof (particularly at retail levefietinvestor will
have access to (please see more below on the esuesl consolidated data). If the delay slowsrdparticipants
that are already slower than others, but doesovt slown the fastest participants, it simply enhartbe latter’'s
advantage; combined with an inverted fee structilis, can lead to substantial conflicts of interfestdealers,
leading to potential best execution issues, pddibufor the execution of the least informed ines’ orders.

Complexities and changes we anticipate from partipating in both protected and unprotected visible
marketplaces, including costs and effort

The current Canadian rule set, when applied touztstre with both protected and unprotected “linketplaces
as per the Proposed Amendments, will lead to a eomioutcomes that do not appear to have beendmed as
of yet by the CSA:

* A market structure with all marketplaces (whethmt@cted or unprotected) subject to the same costly
obligations regarding fair access, data transpgreoperational security and viability etc., and hwit
regulatory reviews of pricing by regulators. Thisvery different from the US model and has a higk
of stifling innovation and competition.
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» It would not continue to make sense for marketpgaode accountable for ensuring OPR complianak, an
the onus should solely be on the dealers (or dir@ticipants, if it is a buy-side only venue). Metplaces
would never be in a position to assess best exetus they generally do not have a direct relatign
with the end client and, in a partially protectedieonment, the risk that a marketplace could berfaring
with best execution for orders received that atenmerked DAO would increase.

» Participants that do not have the ability todayappropriately assess best execution before serdiing
order to a marketplace (see the current statefafrafin IROC Rules Notice 14-008est Execution
Survey Resulfsand are heavily reliant on the operation of ORR demonstrating best execution
compliance will not likely be well-positioned toki unprotected marketplaces into considerations Thi
will lead to substantial cost and effort for sudakkrs to become compliant.

» All other participants who currently have in plagequate technology to fulfill their obligationsden the
current rule set, will still need to implement dgsechnology and processes to handle a new bestiégn
environment and manage the new conflicts of intateg will emerge, so long as there is a vacuuth wi
respect to quantifiable and measurable best execatiteria.

« In addition to best execution, some regulatory ireguents and functionality will still require matkaata
from all transparent marketplaces (rules basedasndale price, some mid-point pricing), while oshe
(OPR, pricing based on the NBBO) will be basedrenrharket data from protected marketplaces only.

Overall, there will be substantial costs of re-eegiring systems and work flows as well as higherpgti@ance costs
for dealers in ensuring there are no conflictsg@gtions of unfairness or excessive cancels, aadthie best
execution obligation is demonstrably met.

Impact on the provision and use of consolidated dat

The Proposed Amendments would result in unproteatedketplaces that could reach any size and remain
unprotected. At what point do volumes at unpreecharketplaces call the NBBO into question?

On the indicative data front, the Canadian pubdicusities markets already suffer from a widespriza#t of
consolidated data beyond the professional tradetssales desks. If firms remain satisfied thair imvestment
advisors and clients only require indicative datafone marketplace in the current environment (88X TSXV),
how likely will it be for them to provide consolittal data that includes that of unprotected markegd? And
how does this impact investors’ ability to assesfliment of best execution obligations? We algiterate that
unprotected markets in the US generally do notigeoglata to the consolidated feeds and requegtibatifference
be carefully analyzed.

The following are some other potential risks wiispect to consolidated data that we don't beliearge tbeen
considered:

» The TMX Information ProcessorlP”) decided that their CBBO feed should includedigiplayed markets
and clients will have to subscribe to a differerdduct if they want only protected quotes. Manytha
global data distributors rely on the TMX IP CBBOthsir only data source and, unless those distiibut
switch their feed or decide to implement two typé£anadian quotes, international investors widl ae
consolidated quote that includes unprotected mpld@ds, which could potentially be locked or crasse
these investors will not be intimately familiar vithe intricacies of Canadian market structure \aitid

3 Note that TMX Group is in a unique position to idiecif all or part of Alpha data should be includedhe data that is distributed to
advisors and retail investors as part of TSX/TSX¥ad The TSX/TSXV data is currently the only détat igets widely distributed to this
segment of the market. Should Alpha data be incydgéth or without a fee increase) then another TMrketplace would benefit from
this virtual market data monopoly, which also dsiveder routing decisions.
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expect that what they see is what they can get.ivttiey don't get their order filled or it gets étl at a
worse price than what they see on their screenusectheir dealer didn’t access the unprotected
marketplaces or because the Alpha speed bump dbmvasquote fade, it will not create confidencdha
Canadian market.

» If marketplaces are required to use consolidatedsérom protected marketplaces only for OPR aherot
“best” bid or ask or “better price” obligations, tboust use consolidated feeds from all marketplaces
(protected and unprotected) to meet or facilitatst execution requirements and obligations basdasbn
sale price , and if SORs price off either or bdilere will be confusion and, at the very leastingpact on
certainty and quality of execution; moreover, itllwexacerbate an existing impediment (cost of
compliance) to competition in the Canadian markets.

Question 3: A key objective of OPR is to recognize and suppotthe role of retail participation in the
market. If the Proposed Amendments are finalized, Wwat changes if any, do you expect will
be required for dealers handling retail order flow? What changes if any, do you expect in
terms of outcomes for retail clients?

If the Proposed Amendments are approved it willmtbéare are at least two unprotected marketpladésexpect
a number of challenges for dealers handling retaiér flow since OPR compliance has frequently hesad as a
proxy for best execution, and it is unclear whall & required in a partial-OPR environment. If fusther
regulatory guidance, aimed at ensuring meaningéyissare taken by dealers for obtaining best eb@tlis issued
and no further metrics are required so that clieats ascertain whether they are receiving bestutixe; we
imagine there will be substantial confusion antimately, the very real risk that:

» Retail dealers will simply exclude unprotected nedpkaces from their routing.

« Alternatively, driven by fee incentives, they mayntinue to use “displayed best prices” from certain
unprotected markets regardless of the implicationbest execution, as discussed above in relaitret
Alpha market model. While common sense would tictaas backed up by recent researdhat routing
based on fees ultimately leads to inferior exeaistio

We also believe that, as discussed above, the Alidel creates a clear conflict of interest foaitetealers that
is detrimental to confidence in the Canadian matkee overall.

Question 4. Are there implications that have not been addressedbove that should be considered? How
do you suggest they be addressed?

We have already listed above a number of outcomeéseenarios that we believe are required to besadédd by
the CSA before implementing the Proposed Amendmébntsve have a few final considerations we woikid to
raise:

« A considerable amount of focus has been placett@imipact of functionality that affects the spead a
certainty of execution in determining whether atesrshould be protected. We believe the impad¢hen
ability for all types of participants to interacichtake advantage of differentiated functionaltipsld be

4 See retail best execution statistics in the Ugased last month by the Financial Information Farwhich have raised newoncernsand
the March 2015 academic pagéan Brokers Have It All? On the Relation betweeald-Take Fees and Limit Order Execution Quality”
by Battalio, Corwin and Jennings, which suggesas tbrder routing designed to maximize liquiditpates does not maximize limit order
execution quality”.
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the governing issue. As noted above, partial ORRNM® an emphasis on best execution which, to date,
has mainly been about using OPR to facilitate pase and primarily taking into account volumes whe
making routing decisions. Given these prevailiragpces, a partial protection regime would requoigre
analysis by participants to provide any assurdmaeliest execution is being given the necessargtaih.
For example: are fill rates being calculated fmsities in different price ranges and for ord#rgarious
sizes? Are dealers analyzing the impact of brpkeferencing on their clients’ orders and takiraf fhto
account in their routing? Especially given thatgly orders cannot take advantage of broker prederg,
are clients of dealers that are routing througtemtlealers being disadvantaged by the latter'sngad
choices? s there other functionality on a markegothat would lead to the conclusion that a aetige

of order should or should not be placed on thakeatptace? Does the functionality improve certaiwity
execution for some participants at the expensdhare and is this on balance fair or unfair? TISAC
and IIROC have been clear that dealers are expéztegiry out meaningful analysis to meet theirt bes
execution obligations, but we suggest that moreildet direction and the plan for monitoring and
enforcing best execution in a partial order pratectenvironment would be critical if the Proposed
Amendments were implemented.

* Another issue is why under the Proposed Amendnahtsders in a marketplace must be unprotected.
In the 2005 Reg NMS release, the SEC allowed fgbfid” markets with both protected and unprotected
orders. Ifitwould not add significant cost,liosild be considered whether a marketplace witlssatic
delay applying only to a subset of users shoulddréally protected. As per footnote #5 on pagé the
Notice: a “protected” marketplace is consideretdoca marketplace which displays protected orders as
defined in OPR, while an “unprotected” marketplé&cene which does not display protected orders. All
displayed orders on NEO clearly fit the requirersaesftbeing immediately and automatically accessible
to everyone but LSTs (and we would argue theyofithie latter as well for the reasons stated above.

» Given the fundamental regulatory objective of &iicess, why are tools created by marketplace®tadar
speed advantages, which are only affordable foniéeld group, e.g. micro-wave technology, accegabl
but tools that allow other participants to catchnmt acceptable? We do not believe that therdifféator
should be whether the feature / tool is systematitechnically (despite the fact that they can bstc
prohibitive for most participants) available to ang. The differentiator should be whether, upatierg
of the functionality, it negatively impacts the l#hito obtain good quality executions. If someTFéare
not able to execute fully on their strategies beeabey must execute some of their active ordefdED
at the same speed as everyone else, is that aairhegs” that must be addressed?

» If the CSA remains convinced that this suggestguiagzh to differentiation is not compelling, theher
“systematic” operations on orders should also eatéd similarly:

— one example of this is the proposed “long life"@rdon TSX where a minimum resting time on orders
is imposed before they can be cancelled or ameradied;the minimum resting time has elapsed any
amendments to the long life order will be subjecatrandomized systematic delay which can be as
much as 20 milliseconds (the NEO speed bump isoraimed between 3 and 9 milliseconds) and
based on the Proposed Amendments this shouldetjs@re the removal of order protection from TSX;

— another example is broker preferencing: orderswilmatld otherwise execute due to time priority are
delayed so that subsequently-entered orders maxéeuted because they were sent by the same
dealer as the order already in the trading book;

— a further example is where a marketplace has chtzsémvest in slower technology — assuming
anything systematic that delays an order is a¢rigg event to remove order protection (in whickeca
it will be important for the CSA to set a benchmérkwhat the acceptable round-trip latency is in a
matching engine in order to be considered a predatctarketplace).

5 https://www.o0sc.gov.on.ca/en/Marketplaces xxr-t&15D521 amd-rfc-long-life-orders.htm
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Recommendations

In conclusion, we strongly recommend that beforeceeding with the Proposed Amendments the CSA gives
consideration to the following suggestions:

» Proceed with a detailed analysis of the potentidames and scenarios that may result from thedRexp
Amendments, including a risk assessment and miitigaictions.

» Based on these results and the ability to propeiligate the risks — or not — either:

1. Issue quantifiable and measurable best executimagce also tying consideration of all marketplace
functionality impacting executions to the requir@into have reasonable policies and procedures to
prevent trade-throughs (the CSA could state thatrisiders such reasonable policies and procedures
may include whether there is functionality at atipatar marketplace that would demonstrably impact

best execution for that firm's clients or in a jartar case); or
2. Remove OPR and focus on best execution only.

* In the interim, issue guidance about how the Alpystematic delay is to be addressed accordingeto th
OSC'’s approval notice. At the very least the opputy to see how that plays out should be takdarbe
proceeding with changes to the Companion Policy.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thesg/¥mportant issues.
Yours truly,
“Jos Schmitt”

Jos Schmitt
CEO
Aequitas NEO Exchange Inc.
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