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Pershing Trading Services (PTS) executes orders in an agency capacity on behalf of Professional Clients. A description of our 
activities and an outline of how we monitor execution quality in 2018, are included in this document.

  As per MiFID II RTS 28 article 3 (3), the four statements that are common to every asset type that we traded in 
2018, and listed on a consolidated basis below are:

 •  PTS does not have any ownership or holdings in any of the counterparties that we traded with in 2018. We do have ‘close links’ 
with BNY Mellon Capital Markets EMEA Limited for Fixed Income, and also with Pershing LLC for US equities.

 •  We do not have any specific arrangements with any execution venues regarding payments made or received, discounts, 
rebates, or non-monetary benefits received.

 •  All of our direct clients are categorised as Professional Clients. We did not require different or augmented approaches in the 
way we executed orders between ‘different client types’.

 •  PTS does not classify any of its direct client firms as ‘retail clients’. Therefore, any analysis or explanations around criteria 
weighting for orders from these clients is not applicable.

Global Equities
Pershing Trading Services (PTS) provides agency execution services in global equities across the UK, EMEA, US, and APAC. We are 
fully permissioned to execute orders. We did not receive and transmit any orders to other brokers to work on PTS’ behalf in 2018.

Equity Order Types

For order-driven equities, PTS executed client orders using smart order routers (SOR) and algorithms (ALGO) across all leading 
primary exchanges, multi-lateral trading facilities (MTFs) and with a selection of Systematic Internalisers (SI). As per article 23 in 
MiFIR, we followed the Trading Obligation for all of our electronic order flow.

Our splits between passive and aggressive across equities represents a mixture of clients trading electronically through our 
systems themselves, and also our own PTS traders using those same systems when working orders, or using algorithms. Some 
algorithmic order types and client instructions had varying levels of ‘urgency’ or ‘aggression’ than others. This also contributed 
towards the percentage split between passive and aggressive orders.  

In addition to order-driven trading, PTS also executed orders with UK market makers via Request for Quote (RFQ) systems. These 
trades are under the rules of the London Stock Exchange (LSE), and therefore contribute to our top five venue counts within the LSE 
total numbers as per our top five table. The vast majority of our LSE order and volume statistics is whereby the SOR we employed 
traded electronically on LSE order books (amongst other MTFs and SIs).  

Retail Service Provider (RSP) trading represents a smaller part of our business. However, in line with new guidance issued by ESMA 
in 2018, the top five counterparties we most commonly executed against via RFQ trading protocols and under the rules of the 
London Stock Exchange were:

• Winterflood = 40%

• Peel Hunt = 20%

• Numis Securities= 0.5%

• Stifel Europe = 0.5%

• Investec = 0.3%

These percentages represent the top five market makers from a list of 20 market makers that we traded with via RFQ. PTS did 
not favour any of these firms over others, and had no counterparty bias. The market share figures are reflective of ‘best price’ 
executions. As indicated, Winterflood and Peel Hunt were the most competitive in size and price. Our system “polls” all market 
makers that we are connected to, and trades at the best price after analysing all prices sent back to us. Aside from instances where 
stock coverage is limited, we do not poll market makers on either a selective group, or individual basis.



 Equity Execution Venues: Summary of Analysis and Conclusions Drawn

  •  When assessing the quality of execution for equities, in most cases we prioritised “price” as the most important factor 
in our best execution analysis. “Likelihood of execution and settlement” took a lower priority, because we elected to only 
trade with reputable venues and brokers that had high levels of liquidity and settlement success rates. It was sometimes 
the case (in particular for very illiquid stocks) that “price” had a less significant level of importance, with “likelihood of 
execution” also ranking high.

  •  In 2018, we stopped trading on broker crossing networks (BCNs) due to their market wide closures.  We connected to a 
small handful of systematic internalisers, consisting of both bank and HFT SIs. We also participated in periodic auctions.

  •  PTS used LiquidMetrix as the primary tool for analysing global equity executions. In addition, we used Bloomberg as an 
accompanying tool, as well as settlement data provided by in house teams.  PTS performed transaction cost analysis 
(TCA) on a daily and weekly basis by our in house TCA services desk.   Regular reports were analysed for different types 
of order flow including: algorithmic orders, smart order routed orders, ‘care orders’ and orders in quote driven securities 
executed either electronically or on a voice basis by our trading desk.  Analytical and investigative tools used on a regular 
basis include tools such as:  live order book replay, intra-day stock volatility, slippage versus spread and volatility, and 
spread capture analysis. 

   Further to our ongoing analysis of execution quality, we have an obligation to ensure that our current venue list is appropriate 
in helping us achieve consistent and repeatable positive outcomes for our clients in terms of aiding execution performance. We 
also have a responsibility to monitor the market landscape to determine if there are any new or alternative venues.  

   PTS executed orders across a large list of venues, venue types, and across numerous countries in 2018, covering the vast 
majority of available venues in equity markets.  In terms of aspects such as likelihood of execution, fill rates and venue 
resilience, we checked RTS 27 data produced by execution venues. The main tables we consulted were tables three to eight. 

   We also used alternative sources of information to monitor market share to ensure that our liquidity dispersion was 
representative with that of liquidity skew in the combined trading landscape. With RTS 27 data being published quarterly, its 
usage is better suited for historical analysis. 

   For existing venue analysis in a real-time environment, the SOR technologies we used proved to be the most efficient in 
deciding which venues to trade on for both price improvement, and fill rates. Equally as important when deciding where to post 
or aggress was to monitor queue length versus turnover velocity for each venue before slicing child orders to the chosen venue, 
and the resultant price revaluation, particularly for orders that aggressed. 

   The data that helped drive these decisions was stored in the SOR, and could not be found in the current iteration of RTS 27 
outputs. Whilst a venue may look attractive in terms of historic quarterly market depth at touch, or intra-day VWAP, it may not 
provide a consistent real-time trading experience in terms of post trade leakage or turnover velocity on a venue by venue basis.  

   We continue to investigate and liaise with our peers and vendors on how to use RTS 27 data in the most efficient way in helping 
to drive venue selection, over and above what we already are capable of in real time. 

  In terms of new venues, the main considerations were to examine the new systematic internaliser venues, and periodic 
auctions. In January 2018, the SI landscape consisted of five leading SI firms with differing market shares. Towards the end of 
the year, this changed, leaving a more evenly split market. For SI venues, considerations were made with a view to balancing 
liquidity capture versus unwanted leakage, as to connect to every SI could have caused an unfavourable post trade outcome. 
It became clear that SI firms behaved in different ways in terms of holding periods, stock coverage, and order size. PTS trades 
with a select group of SI venues that suit our order profile. As at the end of 2018, our list of SI counterparties was reduced. 
This coincided with our analysis that real ‘addressable liquidity’ for European equities was far lower than the market had 
earlier anticipated, and nearer sub 15% market share. In terms of periodic auctions, these held at 1% market share, and we 
participated in them as we saw fit. 

  •  At the time of writing there is no official Consolidated Tape Provider (CTP) for equities. We consume multi-venue data 
from exchange and MTF ticker plants from LiquidMetrix. We also source and invest in rich multi-venue data from 
Bloomberg for secondary checks if needed.



Exchange Traded Funds
Pershing Trading Services (PTS) executed orders in an agency capacity in Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs) across the UK, EMEA,  
US and APAC. Primary exchanges, MTFs, UK market makers, and European specialist ETF market makers, all featured regularly  
as different venue types we used to access liquidity. We did not receive and transmit any ETF orders to other brokers to work on 
our behalf.

ETF order types

PTS traded in ETFs in both retail and institutional sized orders in 2018. For the larger order types and for ETFs outside of the 
UK, our main venue of choice was BMTF where we were able to interact with our panel of ETF Market Makers in larger tickets. 
As a result of MiFID II, we witnessed a drive towards ‘on venue’ ETF trading for larger orders, as opposed to a dominant OTC 
environment in 2017. For UK listed ETFs in retail sizes we traded with LSE market makers via RFQ systems. We also had some 
clients trading electronically over our infrastructure to multiple venues. 

BMTF was our top venue in 2018, followed by Deutsche Borse, and the London Stock Exchange. Our top five venues can be viewed 
on Pershing.com/Europe. For venues where we used RFQ protocols to access liquidity, we have listed as per ESMA guidance the 
underlying top five:

Bloomberg MTF (BMTF)
•  Jane Street = 32%
•  Flow Traders = 23%
•  Commerzbank= 18%
•  Susquehanna = 17%
•  Morgan Stanley = 10%

London Stock Exchange 
(RSP trading in retail sized UK ETFs)
•  Winterflood Securities = 46%
•  Peel Hunt = 24%
•  Stifel Europe = 15%
•  Flow Traders = 13%
•  Canaccord Genuity = 2%

PTS did not favour any of these top five firms over others, and had no counterparty bias. The market share figures are reflective 
of ‘best price’ executions. We do not ‘poll’ market makers on either a selective, or an individual basis unless in the instances of 
minimal coverage. 

 
 ETF Execution Venues: Summary of Analysis and Conclusions Drawn

 •  When assessing the quality of execution for ETFs, in most cases we prioritised “price” as the most important factor in our 
analysis.  Likelihood of execution were less of a concern because we traded mainly on quality venues or OTC with quality 
counterparties. Due to the vast array of venue choices, and access to risk prices, it was often the case that irrespective of  
the liquidity profile of the ETF in question, the likelihood of execution as a factor did not warrant exceeding price in our  
priority weightings.

 •  There were no significant changes to our list of ETF execution venues over the course of the year. We traded a considerable 
amount more on BMTF in 2018, and extended the amount of counterparties we interacted with there. 

 •  We used LiquidMetrix as our central tool for analysing our ETF executions, across all order types and venues. The vast majority 
of ETFs that PTS executed were in liquid well-known issues across the UK and Europe. The methods of execution employed for 
ETF trading, which included smart order routing, use of algorithmic trading tools, and RFQ trading, were the same toolsets we 
used for equities.  Analysis took place on a daily and weekly basis by our in house TCA services desk. All results and outliers 
discussed at our regular Best Execution Forum. As with equities, we consulted with RTS 27 data made public by execution 
venues. As a large part of our ETF trading occurred using RFQ platforms, the output of most interest for PTS was the data in 
table number nine around ‘median’ and ‘mean’ times across RFQ request, provision, and acceptance/execution. RTS 27 did not 
however show any data around ‘last look’. However, in comparison with electronic execution, RFQ trading provides for a more 
intimate trading experience. Therefore, PTS traders were able to monitor execution acceptance, timeliness, and execution 
quality to a high degree in a real-time daily environment. BMTF and RSP trading on the London Stock Exchange both proved 
to be reliable platforms with quality liquidity and reliability, on a consistent daily basis. Also, although all leading ETF market 
makers stream the same prices across different venues, we saw a common gathering around BMTF as the venue of choice 
for RFQ trading. For our electronic order book business, where SOR and ALGO technologies were leveraged, we used the same 
approach to venue analysis as highlighted earlier in the global equities section in this report

 •  At the time of writing there is no official Consolidated Tape Provider (CTP) for ETFs. PTS paid for consolidated data provided by 
Bloomberg and national exchanges



Fixed Income
Pershing Trading Services (PTS) executed orders globally on an agency basis across both rates and credit markets in 2018. All 
trades were booked as agent on a gross price basis. We did not mark up any bond prices.  PTS traders executed orders themselves 
in line with client instructions/consultation. PTS did not transmit orders or to any bond brokers to trade on our behalf.

Fixed Income Order Types

Depending on the bond in question, its country of issue and its maturity, PTS traders exercised discretion in accessing liquidity 
on both fixed income MTFs and through matched principle brokers. Our bond broker panel (sometimes known as ‘other liquidity 
providers’) were often sourced for a selection of prices. They were utilised particularly in larger orders. For retail sized orders, in UK 
government paper, our venue of choice would commonly be a UK gilt market maker on an RFQ basis under the rules of the London 
Stock Exchange. 

For some of our Fixed Income counterparties, we traded with them via two methods. We traded with them outside of a venue, on 
an ‘XOFF’ basis, whereby these firms were giving us tailored liquidity acting as market makers, matched principle brokers or ‘other 
liquidity providers’. We also traded with the same firms ‘on venue’ such as XLON or BMTF whereby we would execute orders with 
them resultant from putting them in competition using RFQ/RSP protocols. As per ESMA guidance in late 2018, we have listed the 
top five counterparties we traded with on these aforementioned trading venues. Our top five by volume for both RFQ trading on 
XLON, and BMTF venues are listed below.

London Stock Exchange 
(RSP trading in retail sized UK listed bonds)
•  Winterflood Securities  = 56.3%
•  Cantor Fitzgerald = 13.4%
•  Peel Hunt = 7.2%
•  Canaccord Genuity = 5.2%
•  Numis Securities  = 2%

Bloomberg MTF 
(BMTF – used for larger sized UK and other global bonds)
•  *BNY Mellon Capital Markets EMEA = 77%
•  RIA Capital Markets = 6.12%
•  Bridport & CO Jersey = 4.4 %
•  Jane Street Financial =  4%
•  Oppenheimer = 3.06%

* BNY Mellon has a high volume count due to some large tickets in US Treasury paper (a specialist market for BNYM) we executed 
with them over a short period.

 Fixed Income Execution: Summary of Analysis and Conclusions Drawn

 •  We normally regarded price as the most important factor in delivering the best possible result for clients in 2018. However, 
in certain circumstances where price transparency or liquidity was opaque or thin, as is so often the case in bond markets, 
we gave likelihood of execution an elevated weighting. It is often the case that likelihood of execution takes a high priority 
particularly around some higher yielding and less liquid corporate bonds as opposed to government issues. For fixed income 
we generally did not attach a high weighting to ‘speed’. 

 •  We did not add any new RFQ venues to our list of venues in 2018. We did however add to the amount of brokers we accessed 
on BMTF. Whilst we continuously checked liquidity from alternative venues, (mainly other MTFs) we were satisfied that our 
existing access enabled us to obtain the best possible results given the profile of our client order flow. 

 •  In 2018, we changed providers for our fixed income TCA. We moved from LiquidMetrix to Bloomberg BTCA.  Each day, our 
trading file was sent to Bloomberg BTCA for analysis. From here, our TCA Services Desk utilised front-end tools to analyse 
each order. The main benchmark reference we used for executed price was Bloomberg CBBT.  This is ‘Composite Bloomberg 
Bond Trader’. CBBT is a weighted average bid and offer price, which is formed by contributions submitted by Banks and 
Brokers on Bloomberg. This composite price is based on the most relevant executable quotations on “FIT” – Bloomberg’s Fixed 
Income Trading Platform. Bloomberg takes feeds from contributing banks and then cleanses the data using complex but 
separate algorithms for both Corporate and Government bond issues. 

 •  For the instances whereby there was no CBBT (usually in illiquid bonds), we consulted with ‘BVAL’ (Bloomberg Valuation 
Price). The BVAL price is a theoretical price that Bloomberg creates, based on a multitude of data points. BVAL uses “direct 
observations”–such as real previous trades in the bond. It also uses “observed” and “comparable” observations. In these 
cases, Bloomberg will look at external feeds such as TRACE and TRAX transaction reporting data. It will also look at prices 
for similar companies in the sector, with similar bonds, and similar maturity/coupons, and profiles. Further benchmarks that 
helped contextualise execution performance with BTCA were; order duration, theoretical slippage at arrival time, and order 



momentum. Further, we examined performance by bond groupings. This included examining performance by sectors, to 
maturities, to country locations, credit ratings, and across corporate versus government debt.  

 •  In 2018, we significantly increased our usage of electronic trading platforms, to allow for increased systemic capture, tighter 
pricing, and accurate TCA time stamping. In addition, this was in line with a market wide participant migration to increasing 
usage of electronic RFQ protocols. Therefore, with reference to RTS 27, we mainly consulted table nine - ‘RFQ information’ 
(amongst others) across the main RFQ venues.  Intra-day VWAP tables, spreads, and depths tables were not appropriate 
for our analysis given the nature and profile of our order flow. Furthermore, in terms of available prices and likelihood of 
execution, our traders were well placed at order arrival times to view liquidity on competing platforms prior to selecting the 
correct venue in which to RFQ. Importantly, it goes against the client’s interests if multiple venues are checked for liquidity 
via RFQ due to information leakage–which is magnified in bond markets over that of equities or ETFs. With the majority of 
leading bond market makers and brokers quoting order flow over the three main leading MTFs it would not be suitable to 
RFQ the same brokers at the same time on all three venues. Whilst we considered other venues, we found BMTF to be a 
reliable venue for firm pricing and likelihood of execution as it covered both corporates and government paper, as opposed to 
specialising in just one. 

 • At the time of writing (April 2019, there is no official Consolidated Tape Provider (CTP) for fixed income.
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