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Reply form 		for the Call for Evidence on a Comprehensive Approach for the Simplification of Financial Transaction Reporting




Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this call for evidence and in particular on the specific questions. Comments are most helpful if they:
respond to the question stated;
indicate the specific question to which the comment relates;
contain a clear rationale; and
describe any alternatives ESMA should consider.
ESMA will consider all comments received by 19th September 2025.  
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Call for Evidence, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
Insert your responses to the questions in the Call for Evidence in the present response form. 
Use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION _CASR_1>. Your response to each question has to be framed by the two tags corresponding to the question.
If you do not wish to respond to a given question, please do not delete it but simply leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
When you have drafted your response, name your response form according to the following convention: ESMA_CASR_nameofrespondent_RESPONSEFORM. For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the response form would be entitled ESMA_CASR_ABCD_RESPONSEFORM.
Upload the form containing your responses, in Word format, to ESMA’s website (www.esma.europa.eu under the heading “Your input – Open Consultations” ->  Call for evidence on a comprehensive approach for the simplification of financial transaction reporting”). 
Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the close of the consultation, unless you request otherwise. Please clearly and prominently indicate in your submission any part you do not wish to be publicly disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. A confidential response may be requested from us in accordance with ESMA’s rules on access to documents. We may consult you if we receive such a request. Any decision we make not to disclose the response is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.
Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading Legal Notice.
Who should read this paper
This paper is primarily addressed to all financial market participants and in particular reporting entities and market infrastructures, as well as to trade associations and other stakeholders involved in financial regulation, investor education, and retail investment market developments.  It seeks input on major cost drivers linked to derivative regulatory reporting and the identification of possibilities on integration, streamlining and simplification. 
The paper is also relevant to competent authorities, with competences in the context of MiFIR, EMIR, SFTR regulation. 
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General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	ABI, ITALIAN BANKING ASSOCIATION
	Activity
	Banking sector

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	Italy



Questions


Do stakeholders agree with the description of the key challenges outlined above? Is there any other issue linked to multiple regulatory regimes with duplicative or inconsistent requirements that is not reflected in this section? Out of the 10 sources of costs identified in this section and the ones that you may add, what are the three main cost drivers in your view?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_1>
In our opinion, the list of challenges presented by ESMA is comprehensive and we agree with the descriptions provided.

However, following discussions with our members on the 2nd part of this question, i.e. any other possible issue linked to multiple regulatory regimes (with duplicative or inconsistent requirements), we have (preliminarily) identified an extra source of issues that we believe ESMA should take into account, i.e. the maintenance and the regular update of internal-controls system(s), the so-called “1st-level controls”, which are run by operational structures/units, also units dedicated exclusively to “control tasks” that report/refer directly to the Heads of such Operational Structures,–– in occasion of i) every regulatory update, or ii) amendment of reporting fields, or iii) release of clarifications by ESMA in the form of Guidelines or Q&As. Such internal-controls systems are crucial (for financial counterparties in scope of transaction reporting) to ensure the highest quality standard of the data reported, as welcomed by NCAs, often based on data governance standards, which are extremely expensive to develop and maintain. However, in occasion of every amendment of a reporting field, consequent amendments have to be introduced also to such internal controls, even at compliance and audit level (i.e. 2nd-and 3rd level controls). Such internal controls’ updates are made even more cumbersome when in presence of fields that are similarly labelled, reporting the same informational content in a slightly different format(s) or under slightly different validation rules, as for instance is the case described on page 9 of this CfE (paragraph 19), 2nd subparagraph (i.e. Different terminology and definitions within different reporting regimes).

Finally, as it regards the 3rd part of the question, i.e. the three main cost drivers, we would flag the following: 

Frequent regulatory changes and lack of flexibility to enable a phased implementation, synchronization and coordination of the changes in the different reporting regimes;
Duplication of IT systems, processes and controls; 
Duplicative reporting of the same derivative instrument(s) under MiFIR, EMIR, and REMIT

In our opinion, though, there are also a 4th and 5th cost driver deserving to be highlighted to ESMA, related to the Dual-Sided Reporting.
As it regards what we rank as the 4th, a sensible cost-driver is related to the frequently adopted pre-matching systems for data to be reported (yet not mandated by the Regulation). Over the years, counterparties in scope have experienced the importance of verifying (prior to the transmission of the reporting reports/data), whether the data to be reported by both the parties to the transaction actually match, when such check is feasible, considering the different interpretations i) of the rules to be applied in filling in /computing the fields and ii) of the relevant validation rules. Such systems do represent a sensible cost invoice and an eventual future migration to the one-sided reporting would help dismiss such systems and their relevant cost flows. (Perhaps, the dual-sided reporting could be dismissed at least for reports related to ETDs, leaving such responsibility solely to the Venues. This would not only reduce costs and burdens for intermediaries but also eliminate potential mismatches.).

On the basis of our members’ feedback, we would suggest ESMA to take the following into consideration: as we know, on the 29th of April 2026, 61 fields of the EMIR reporting will be become subject to reconciliation, such as valuation amount, underlying details as (for instance) the “name of the underlying index”, delivery details on commodities, option strike and premium, linkages between prior UTI and subsequent position UTI, details concerning packages.
A substantial number of these (e.g. spread, strike price, package transaction price) are or will be subject to very strict tolerance margins (i.e. matching has to occur on second decimal digits in case of percentage data or on the last digit for integers). Given that the current CfE initiative moves under the premise of a comprehensive attempt to simplify the reporting burden in the EU, in our opinion ESMA should take into consideration and assess the room for suspending or postponing the application of EMIR Reporting Validation Rules.

On this scope, we take this occasion to highlight the following selection of most problematic fields to manage and the reasons they are so:
· 2.3 Prio UTI, because the counterparty to the transaction which replaces the party exiting the derivative contract (“subentro”) could not succeed to retrieve (easily or at all) the UTI of the former derivative contract which was terminated due the counterparty’s substitution;
· 2.16 Name of the Underlying Index, as across the market different info providers provide for different naming conventions and labels, despite the fact that, to achieve “reconciliation” successfully, this field shall be computed and filled-in exactly with the same data, in the same manner;
· 2.21 Valuation amount, because for the assessment(s)/estimates provided by a CCP, the validation rules allow for tolerance just to the last rounded integer number (“tolleranza all’intero arrotondato”); due to this, any rounding (by excess or defect) poses the risk to prevent reconciliation. On the same note, in cases of estimates/assessments computed by MTMA or MTMO, the allowed margin(s) of tolerance (computed on the average of the valuations reported by the counterparties) could not be sufficient, again causing the lack of reconciliation. In the operational scenario just described, our members highlighted that “tolerance” would be respected and sufficient only where both the parties to the contract adopt / use the very same (assessment) method, otherwise such field would be considered as “reconciled” by “default” even in cases of very different figures/numbers;
· 2.25 Delta, because the tolerance is basically nil given that, on a value which may vary between minus 1 (-1) and +1, the parties would risk a complete reconciliation failure due to a difference even smaller than to 0,01 (given that the validation rules looks at the 2nd decimal digit, rounded). 

Further to the above, a 5th cost driver we feel appropriate to highlight to ESMA is implied in the different reporting channels in use across MiFIR, EMIR, SFTR, and REMIT.

Aside from all the above, we believe it’s important to remind of a further “side-effect” born by current inconsistency across some requirements, that is the risk of sanctions by NCAs for counterparties subject to requirements which are weak in terms of consistency and induce (at times) in genuine misunderstandings and unintended issues, hence in sanctions. For instance, EMIR left some room to counterparties to interact between them in cases of difficult situations, but the management of such situations revealed extremely costly, both in terms of time and expenses. This is the case (for instance, under EMIR) of the treatment of positions equal to zero, where the relevant Guidelines allow counterparties either i) to leave such positions “open” (by continuing reporting them equal to zero), or ii) to close and reopen them under a new UTI code, leaving it to the agreement between the parties. Achieving such bilateral agreement(s) among a high number of parties revealed and continues to be very demanding and time consuming, especially when trying to achieve a common view on the position and transaction and a commonly agreed interpretation of the provision.

So,

· If, on the one hand, under paragraph 11 we are pleased to read that ESMA states “(…) while this exercise is conducted, ESMA has decided to not propose any changes to the interlinked reporting frameworks in MIFIR (transaction reporting, reference data and order book data)” – the latter being framed in RTS 22and RTS 24;
· On the other hand, it should be considered that our members have already begun to extensively work on the numerous and relevant adaptations and amendments to their IT applications, based on the draft text of RTS 22 published by the Authority and are currently finalizing the specifications of the changes that will need to be implemented to the software in use; consequently they must plan at this stage the activities for the coming months, as well as define budget allocations for 2026;
· Hence it would be extremely important that ESMA, in the Final Report expected at the end of this CfE, or prior to that, would provide a timeline about the formal adoption of the RTS 22-24, in order to provide intermediaries with the information useful to plan their interventions for the coming months; for instance, along the following lines: “ESMA does not expect the RTS 22 to be adopted prior to June 2026…” or “…ESMA expects to propose some adjustments to the reporting fields and flows not prior to…”; in the latter case it would also be very appreciated if ESMA could disclose the type of amendments it intends to propose.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_1>

Do stakeholders agree with the proposed principles and related description? Is there any other aspect/principle that should be considered?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_2>
We agree with the principles described in section 4.1. We suggest, though, to add “simplification” as a 5th principle, notwithstanding the fact that “simplification” it might seem to be embedded in the combination of the four principles listed. Indeed, “simplification” is the principle underlying the “use of the same terminology”, the harmonization of the various fields’ definitions, the use of the same data format for the same fields/information across different reporting regimes, etc.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_2>

What are the key advantages of option 1a and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_3>
In our opinion the key advantages of the Option 1(a) are:
· the achievement of the ‘reporting once’ goal in a less costly manner for firms compared to the other Options;
· the clear separation of financial instruments in scope of the reporting regimes, between MiFIR and EMIR; and such clear separation becomes a much-welcomed news which makes the reporting activities currently known/run less cumbersome;
· the dismissal of reporting of i) post-trade events for ETDs (margins/valuations) and ii) positions for ETDs and OTCs, as presented on page 14 of the CfE, 3rd bullet point, which states “ETD Post-trade events. i.e. valuation/margins will need to be sourced from the CCPs and ETD and OTC positions to be calculated based on transaction data.”. It is not clear why such feature, which we regard as an advantage of Option 1(a), was not considered by ESMA also for Options 1b, 2a and 2b.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_3>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 1a? For example, do you consider the adaptation of the emir template to cover the data points used for market abuse surveillance as meeting the general objective of reducing the reporting burden, and why?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_4>
One point that appears not to be addressed under Option 1(a) – at least in the form such option is currently drafted – is that of ETDs listed on Third Country Regulated Markets that are not recognised by the Union as equivalent to EU Markets and, consequently, cannot be threated exactly as EU ETDs. If a real simplification plan on the transaction reporting burden(s) has to be pursued by ESMA under the mandate by the European Commission, then, on the basis of the analysis with our members, we invite ESMA to consider such Non-Recognised 3rd Country ETDs as “equivalent for reporting purposes”, hence reportable under MiFIR, and no longer under EMIR. Clearly, we are aware that such potential shift of 3rd Country non-recognised markets’ ETD reporting from EMIR to MIFIR may imply amendments to internal data flows and consequently some additional costs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_4>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 1a? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 1a?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_5>
As mentioned in our answer to Q4, in our opinion the treatment of ETDs executed on Third Country venues is missing under option 1(a).
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_5>

What are the key advantages of option 1b and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_6>
After careful considerations by our members, we do not see any key advantage(s) in Option 1b when compared to Option 1(a), since it would achieve the same goal(s) as the former, by a different and significantly more complex and costly approach, such as, for instance, reporting the data related to events in a different segregated file than the one used to transmit the main set of transaction reporting details. Eventually, on the basis of the feedback of our members, the integration of detailed data and information for SFTR with EMIR and MiFIR is probably not feasible as it appears. We believe that the overall costs (direct and indirect) to withstand to implement the amendments to the scope and content of the reporting under MiFIR and EMIR would largely overcome the benefits of i) the “decrease in duplications” which Option 1b pursues (alike Option 1(a)) despite doing so in a sub-optimal manner, compared to 1(a) and ii) the benefit of leaving the double-sided reporting. Besides, overcoming the double-sided reporting is not a specific feature of Option 1b, as instead it appears from reading the text.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_6>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 1b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_7>
The key limitation we see in Option 1b (in comparison to Option 1a) mainly resides in its overall greater complexity to be implemented and maintained over time. The latter features imply greater effort and risks in preserving (over time) high quality standards of data reported and consistency between data concerning to the execution phase (reported in MiFIR file) and data related to the post-trade phase (reported in the other file) referred to the same original trade and, all in all, a significant more expensive cost profile of such Option 1(b). Further to this, and just as an instance, Option 1(b) does not even allow users (compared to Option 1(a)) to calculate / compute autonomously the post-trade events for ETDs on the basis of transaction data, as it is the case for Option 1(a). The need to link post trade event(s) of one transaction (reported in EMIR) with the original transaction reported under MiFIR could lead to additional cost and increased complexity of the architecture, also taking into account that quite often the data relating to different types of transactions (e.g. repo, ETD, OTC derivatives, trades on cash instruments) reside in different reporting applications. Indeed, with regards to the following lines in the summary table of Option 1(a): “ETD Post-trade events. i.e. valuation/margins will need to be sourced from the CCPs and ETD and OTC positions to be calculated based on transaction data”, some members of ABI find that the only viable interpretation be that the NCAs will take on the duty to interact with CCPs to get the relevant data/information and the calculation of positions on the basis of what reported by counterparties. Just by reading / interpreting in this way that sentence in the summary table, we would see it as an advantage.

Hence, taking into account the above considerations and assessment, the balance of costs and benefits, “weighted for” the goals to pursue, does sensibly shift our members’ preference for Option 1(a).

Finally, a further aspect that (surprisingly) ESMA does not seem to investigate and that might be relevant across the four Options presented is to re-assess whether some current informational fields are really necessary or could be deactivated for good. Indeed, some fields appear redundant, especially i) when considering all reporting flows as a whole and ii) taking also into account the information available in the ANNA database, or not strictly necessary with respect to the objectives envisaged by the relevant regulatory framework. Some of latter cases were highlighted in the responses sent to the Consultation document on RTS 22.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_7>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 1b? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 1b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_8>
Please, refer to our considerations under Q5.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_8>

What are the key advantages of option 2a and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_9>
Potentially the key advantage for both Options 2(a) and 2(b) appears to be the reduction of the reporting burden, thanks to the fact that each trade would be reported once by a single-sided transmission, although we believe that it should be carefully evaluated whether these Options actually allow grater advantages than Option 1(a). Furthermore, and sadly, the implementation of any of these Options 2 would be too costly to adopt, given the advanced stage of development that “reporting” has reached over the last decade. Options 2a and 2b would have been the “ideal” solution in the scenario of building up from scratch the reporting systems. The changes that would be necessary to the current outset would significantly outpace the benefits, as it would be necessary to redesign the systems that process the information used for reporting purposes. For the sake of transparency, though, some of our members would appreciate the benefits implied under Option 2a and feel to “rank it” as a second-best option compared to Option 1(a), whilst Options 1b and 2b are definitely disregarded / excluded.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_9>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2a?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_10>
As the instruments reportable under the various EU Regulations are different, the relevant template should allow for many fields in order to cover all these different types.
Option 2(a), as well as Option 2(b), is particularly complex due to both the different nature of the financial instruments involved, currently subject to separate reporting, and the different logics for each reporting framework. Further, the integration into a single reporting framework could also require adapting the current fields used for the different reporting areas, with the risk of not being able to adequately account for the distinct objectives of the respective regulations.

In any case, we believe that the possible adoption of Option 2 as the future target reporting model cannot be achieved without a previous thorough cost-benefit analysis, compared to the case of Options 1a/1b. Otherwise, the worst and riskier implementation scenario for counterparties would be that a transaction / reporting system might be re-defined as “the mere sum” of the (current) entire set of fields belonging to both MiFIR and EMIR (which would not be rational and viable).
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_10>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 2a? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 2a? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_11>
Options 2a and 2b, based on the “report once” principle, would certainly require a long time to be assessed, implemented and deployed. So, an interim period should be provided, in order to run some “reporting trials” and see whether to allow for the old and new regime to coexist for a while. However, in ABI’s opinion, such approach would require a very considerable effort.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_11>

What are the key advantages of option 2b and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3? What regimes should be included in such an option beyond EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_12>
Option 2b could be easily labelled as a “game changer”. The potential advantages implied under such Option would be several, but the vast majority (not the entirety) of our members would not support the transition to such reporting system as (despite the apparent benefits in the longer term) it would result too costly for the industry. Indeed:
i) a 1st tranche of costs would reside in the expenses born in the latest 10/12 years to deploy the current reporting systems, run and maintain them, adjust them for issues caused even by the excess of details, and keep up-to-date with the Regulation(s).
ii) a 2nd tranche of costs would be implied in the development and migration to such reporting system, based on the MIFIR’s, complemented by some (many?) information required under EMIR, using the current reporting scheme / record layout and communication channel as MiFIR, and dismissing the current two schemes and one reporting channel (the one through Trade Repositories).

So, Option 2b would be too costly to migrate to, precisely because a “very complex and interrelated reporting machine” is already up and running.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_12>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_13>
Please, refer to the considerations relevant to this question which we have expressed in our answer to question 10.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_13>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 2b? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 2b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_14>
Please, refer to the considerations relevant to this question which we have expressed in our answer to question 11.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_14>

Which of the two main options (1. “removal of duplication in current frameworks” or 2. "report once") and related sub-options identified  do you believe should be prioritised, and why?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_15>
Despite Option 1(a) could be somehow considered as a “short term” or “short sighted” solution (when an external observer aims to achieve a real simplification), in our opinion, Option 1(a) should be prioritized. This is not to say, though, that is the “best” solution among those presented to pursue a real simplification. Option 1(a) seems to represent a balanced winning compromise between
i) the need to simplify the reporting across EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR, which had been called for by stakeholder, since a long time and in multiple public consultations’ initiatives, and
ii) the need not to dismantle reporting systems which were so costly to set up and fine tune over the last decade, and were even recently subject to further deepening (as it is the case for EMIR Refit reporting), that it would be unreasonable to dismantle and re-build almost from scratch

In terms of priority, following Option 1(a), in our opinion Option 2(a) could be considered and assessed under the condition that the move to 2(a) would be divided in phases, or tranches: first a change from the current regime to Option 1(a); after some time, a further enhancement to migrate to Option 2(a).

Our members suggest that ESMA shall take into consideration a sub-option 2(a), i.e. Option 2(a) without SFTR reporting, given that the later includes information and data which is difficult to “integrate” and manage together with EMIR and MIFIR. In any case, as mentioned above, we believe that the eventual adoption of Option 2 as the target reporting model cannot be achieved without a previous thorough cost-benefit analysis, compared to the case of Options 1a/1b.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_15>

Are there any additional options that should be considered on top of option 1 and 2? For example, do you identify other potential intermediate solutions, combinations of elements from the identified options, or phased approaches? If so, what are their main characteristics, the reasons for considering them, and the key advantages they would bring?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_16>
We provide here below a set of possible additional options which ESMA might take into consideration on top of Options 1 and 2.

Independently of the final outcome of this current CfE, we would first suggest ESMA to consider dismissing the dual-sided reporting for ETDs, leaving such responsibility solely to the Trading Venues. Such outset would reduce direct and indirect costs for every counterparty and eliminate potential mismatches.

Secondly, it might be appropriate, considerate and rational at this point in time (given the Competitiveness Compass’ Initiative by the Commission) to challenge and re-assess the actual usefulness of all the fields currently reported. Indeed, to provide additional examples, we consider appropriate to mention i) all the fields related to Packaged Transactions, ii) the EMIR fields related to valuation and collateral management or iii) the details concerning collateral in SFTR reporting which do not seem necessary for systemic risk management purposes.

A further area of simplification, in our opinion, concerns the type of transactions which are currently included in the reporting perimeter, for which we equally believe it would be useful to assess their relative consistency with the objectives of the various reporting regimes. For example, with particular reference to Transaction Reporting obligations, the assessment should duly consider transfers of financial instruments with no price, tender offers on shares, SFTs concluded with Central Banks, acquisitions or disposals under an Employee Share Incentive Plan outside the criteria currently established by RTS 22 of MiFID/R.

Fourthly, another potential area of ​​simplification that would help reduce reporting burdens would be – in the case of aggregated transactions executed on behalf of clients as part of portfolio management services – the exclusion of reports of the related numerous legs containing client details. This is because the information relevant for market abuse monitoring purposes is already contained in the reports of transactions relating to the aggregated order, which could instead be assigned to the relevant management line.

Eventually, ESMA could even re-assesses (in light of the Commission mandate to explore any options for simplifying the reporting burden) whether there is a room to involve trading venues and CCPs to report core pieces of information of some transactions, since this would ensure the consistency between the data which make reference to the same transaction, for the two “sides” thereof (i.e. the buy side and the sell side), and at the same time it would lighten the parties to the transaction(s) from the burden of jointly comparing reports and resolving the issues that at times occur in case they mis-match such information. Removing some (selected) reporting fields would not just make the “reporting” lighter, but it would contribute to making even the internal controls (set up by counterparties) lighter and less cumbersome than today, even for NCAs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_16>

Should the reporting channels, and flows be modified to ensure consistent reporting, and if so, how? Under which option/s do you consider these changes should be implemented?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_17>
We believe there is a sensible need to “make the most of” (if not even to “exploit”) the current reporting channels and dedicated structures, as tested and currently working consistently to the relevant Regulations. We underline the need that any eventual, possible change or amendment be done within this scope, within a reasonable cost/benefit balance/equilibrium.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_17>

In this regard, and based on the current order book requirements for trading venues and the availability of information, what are the advantages and disadvantages of transferring the reporting of on-venue transactions under MiFIR and EMIR to trading venues?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_18>
In short, the advantage would consist mainly in the elimination of mismatching problems, which by some is considered “pointless” because what is reported by the Executing Venue should be 'certain' by definition.

In other more elaborated terms, as also mentioned at the end of Q.7, we believe that ESMA should re-assesses (in light of the Commission mandate to explore any options for simplifying the reporting burden) whether there is a room to involve trading venues and CCPs to report core pieces of information of some transactions, since this would ensure the consistency between the data which make reference to the same transaction, for the two “sides” thereof (i.e. the buy side and the sell side), and at the same time it would lighten the parties to the transaction(s) from the onus of jointly comparing reports and resolving the issues that at times occur in case they mis-match such information. Furthermore, by taking this occasion for removing some (selected) reporting fields, it would make reporting lighter, and it would contribute to making even internal controls (set up and run by counterparties) lighter and less cumbersome than today, even for NCAs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_18>

Additionally, what are your views on enhancing ESMA role as data hub by developing a framework where entities would report consistent and harmonised data directly to ESMA? Should this option consider direct reporting to ESMA coupled with EU and national authorities’ access to the centrally held data, eliminating multiple submissions? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_19>
The reporting to a centralised hub at ESMA, in our opinion, would be beneficial for market participants as, in the longer term, would contribute to a strong reduction of current “different interpretation” on how perform reports for complex transactions, and would eliminate or minimize room for additional provisions by the NCAs (which does represent a further element of complexity and issues).
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_19>

In the case of centralisation of reporting, please expand on the advantages and disadvantages as well as the implementation challenges and opportunities? Under this scenario, what additional elements should be considered (i.e. Operational aspects, technical implementation, etc.)
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_20>

Do you consider that other technologies (e.g. DLT and Smart Contracts) should be considered as a way to simplify the reporting process?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_21>

Where do you think the cost associated with dual sided reporting is generated? What would be the cost impact of removing dual-sided reporting (e.g. Substituting reconciliation requirements with other measures such as audits against internal record systems as required in the U.S. or increase interaction among counterparties and NCAs)? Do you consider that dual sided reporting may reduce the ability of reporting entities to fully control the data submitted to authorities? Do you consider that the reporting should be strictly from one side?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_22>
Dual-sided reporting determines the need to retrieve data from the other counterparty to the transaction, to pair and match this data, and to share the results of this activity with the same counterparty/ies, and all of this translates into tangible cost invoices, time consumption and human resources to allocate. This also stands in terms of IT (systems and resources), but it would decrease over time presumably thanks to new forthcoming technologies. It is difficult to assess now and adequately but it can be assumed that the cost reduction of a transition to the one-sided reporting will be significant when at regime (up and running). Clearly, the costs to be born for migrating from one reporting regime to another must be taken into consideration, even more so given that such costs would be significant.

All in all, and in line with other considerations elaborated across our responses, we underline that, if the dual-sided reporting be dismissed but then followed by the introduction of new, further onerous provisions and obligations, not to mention the need of new controls on what the counterparty has reported, then all the actual advantages implied by the dual-sided reporting dismission would be off-set, “compensated” and “wasted”. Such a scenario would make basically preferrable to maintain the current dual-sided system, as every related 1st and 2nd level controls, units and resources are up and efficiently running.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_22>

Would you consider the modification of reporting frequency useful under the general objective of reducing the reporting burden, and why? What would be the specific proposals in this regard?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_23>
We would ask ESMA to clarify whether by “changing the reporting frequency” it actually intends to refer to collating / aggregating the reporting of different trading days in one single submission.

We would suggest considering:
· a reduction in the frequency of reporting limited to some data, (for example, once a week on valuation, collateral/margins), on the assumption that the data sent weekly are not the aggregation of reports that otherwise would be sent on a daily basis. In particular, some of our members suggest that it would be ideal for the NCAs to call for an update on that information by members only when necessary, and not on a daily basis (as it is the case nowadays). This would (partly) lighten the reporting flow, and the related internal activities. Clearly, this would not stand where the reporting scenario would not foresee the reporting of post-trade events (as it is for Option 1(a));
· the increase in the reporting delay with respect to the transaction data (for example, moving from T+1 to T+2), in order to give reporting agents more time to review reports and correct errors.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_23>

Proportionality measures: how do you consider proportionality can be taken into account in the context of burden reduction in regulatory reporting? What specific measures would you propose and how would you quantify their impact?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_24>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR: what is the one-off cost of implementing EMIR requirements to date? This cost should include all cost lines, such as familiarisation with obligations, staff recruitment, training, legal advice, consultancy fees, project management and investment/updating in it. Do you identify any other relevant one-off cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_25>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR: what is your estimated average cost per transaction (on-going cost) to comply with the reporting requirements under EMIR? This cost should include not only the fees associated with reporting through trade repositories (which usually includes data collection and information storage) but also the total cost, including any other cost lines, such as, IT maintenance and support, training, data processing and audit fees. Do you identify any other relevant ongoing cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_26>

Question for reporting entities under MiFIR: what is the one-off cost of implementing mifir requirements to date? This cost should include all cost lines, such as familiarisation with obligations, staff recruitment, training, legal advice, consultancy fees, project management and investment/updating in it. Do you identify any other relevant one-off cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_27>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_27>

Question for reporting entities under MiFIR: what is your estimated average cost per transaction (on-going cost) to comply with the reporting requirements under MiFIR? This cost should include not only the fees associated with reporting through Approved Reported Mechanisms but also the total cost, including any other cost lines, such as, IT maintenance and support, training, data processing and audit fees. Do you identify any other relevant ongoing cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_28>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_28>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR or MiFIR: Are there other cost-factors that we should consider when estimating the cost saving over a long term horizon?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_29>

What are the anticipated investments and transition costs associated with implementing option 1a, 1b, 2a and 2b (e.g. Decommissioning of legacy systems, adapting systems to new changes and future evolving requirements, etc.)? Please provide a detailed breakdown of these costs, including any one-off and ongoing expenses. What is the estimated average cost saving per transaction?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_30>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_30>



1


image2.jpg




image3.jpeg




image1.png
* ESMA

European Securities and Markets Authority





