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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. 
[bookmark: _Toc515564428]


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	DDRIE / DTCC 
	Activity
	Other Financial service providers

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	Europe



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>

Executive Summary: DDRIE / DTCC is supportive of the goals of ESMA’s Call for Evidence (CfE) and the EU in its effort to achieve simplification and burden reduction in transaction reporting without compromising on transparency or supervisory oversight. We are therefore appreciative of ESMA’s decision to pause the review of MiFIR RTS22 in lieu of a comprehensive review to identify opportunities to integrate and simplify reporting. 

Whilst supportive of the goals of the CfE, it is important to acknowledge the investment that reporting counterparties and service providers have already made into trade reporting in recent times including largescale changes like EMIR Refit but also across numerous smaller regulatory changes (ISO XML schema changes, Q&A updates etc.). With this in mind, any simplification or burden reduction changes should be cost effective to implement. 

Question 1
DDRIE / DTCC agrees with the description of the key challenges outlined in the CfE (Section 3). As an operator of trade repositories (TRs), some of these challenges are more applicable than others. For example, frequent regulatory changes and lack of synchronisation across EMIR and SFTR present a key challenge to DDRIE / DTCC.  Further, as ESMA rightly identified, constantly adapting to new legislative and regulatory rules as well as guidance demands significant time and resources. DDRIE / DTCC notes that this challenge is, in part, amplified when there is limited implementation timing to allow relevant entities to have sufficient regulatory interaction to fully understand new changes before they become effective. Often, this leaves entities to implement required changes while there remain open questions around interpretation. Finally, we note that the effects of these challenges are often compounded for European reporting entities that are active globally, in light of ongoing regulatory efforts to update and revise reporting requirements around the world.

<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>

DDRIE / DTCC agrees with the proposed principles and related descriptions on which ESMA has based its identification of the options highlighted in the CfE (and presumably would leverage in its consideration of any other alternatives that may be raised by the industry).  Although not expressly stated in the CfE, we would anticipate any option that may later be pursued would need to find an effective balance among these principles, as there would be trade-offs.  To support ESMA in considering the feasibility of each option and weighing them against these high-level principles, DDRIE/DTCC would offer a few specific points below, on which we would welcome further discussion. 

With respect to the principle on preserving information scope, we understand that ESMA does not expect changes to “unduly restrict the information needed by authorities and other entities to perform their supervisory and other duties” and that “data that is costly to produce and not used should not be collected.” To this end, we would encourage ESMA, for any updated reporting regime, to clearly articulate the specific regulatory objective(s) each required data field supports and how each data field would enable an authority to perform its duties. Ex-ante identification of the regulatory objectives could help avoid requiring data that should not be collected. 

With respect to the principle on ensuring global alignment, we would note that due consideration should be given to both the substance (i.e., consistency) of reported information, such as the adoption of Critical Data Elements as well as other components within CPMI-IOSCO’s data harmonization and standardization efforts, as well as manner of submission.


<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>

We believe that Option 1a (or an enhanced/amended version of it) is a prudent way forward in order for ESMA to achieve the objectives of this regulatory exercise on simplification and regulatory reporting burden reduction in the short term, while considering the trade-offs among ESMA’s high-level principles. Relative to the other options presented, changes needed, if calibrated properly, would be possible to implement. For additional clarity and efficiency in implementation, we agree with ESMA that changes would be better addressed at the legislative text (Level 1) as this would provide the necessary legal clarity to market participants and supervisory authorities. 

The key advantage of Option 1a will be the removal of duplication of reporting across regimes (thereby essentially enabling entities to “report once,” albeit under separate legal frameworks) on a more-timely basis than if larger changes are required for each legal framework. In fact, based on the high-level descriptions of Options 1a and 2a, it seems that Option 1a can lead to a similar outcome to Option 2a. In our response to Q9 (see below) we outline a suggested path forward that seems to be more efficient and preserves the benefits of the current reporting system including the preservation of the scope of information. 

Through a clear delineation of the instrument types reportable under either EMIR or MiFIR, this option would directly address the duplicative reporting challenge highlighted in section 3. Further, the proposed “data dictionary” under Option 1a could alleviate the issue of inconsistent but similar terminology that exist across different reporting regimes. Additionally the rules could be published as machine executable code, alongside the legal text, as this will enable market participants to implement the requirements in a consistent and accurate manner.

We are supportive of single-sided reporting however, this should be supported by a clear logic to determine which entity shall be responsible to report, while firms should be provided with appropriate guidance and adequate implementation time to be able to operate under a single-sided reporting model. One way of achieving this legal and regulatory clarity is through wholesale legislative change of the Level 1 text, agreed by the Commission and the EU lawmakers.

<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>
This option has some limitation. Although delineating reported information by instrument seems to be, at least conceptually, a clear way to eliminate duplicative reporting, it is not without its potential challenges. The primary challenge is ensuring that the scope of information provided for OTC and ETD derivatives under the current regimes of EMIR and MiFIR would be sufficiently preserved. As ESMA referenced in the CfE and this question, certain information that is currently reported under one template to achieve that regime’s objectives may need to be added, in some manner, to the other regime’s template once reporting is delineated by instrument. For example, data points used for market surveillance on the OTC derivatives transactions that would no longer be reported under MiFIR would need to be captured under EMIR (i.e., with an “adaptation” to the EMIR template). 

DDRIE / DTCC would note the reverse scenario may be true as well; certain data points used to monitor systemic risk under EMIR may need to be considered for MiFIR once ETD derivatives are no longer reported under EMIR. The extent to which either template must be adapted (and therefore, the attendant increase or decrease in reporting burden) correlates with the degree to which information reported under the existing templates can already serve both MiFIR and EMIR’s objectives. This is an area that would benefit from further inspection and analysis among ESMA, other relevant authorities, and the industry. We would highlight that DDRIE / DTCC has expertise in financial transaction reporting and stands ready to engage with and support ESMA in reviewing and comparing the data points that are currently reported under each regime for OTC and ETD derivatives against the regulatory objectives of EMIR and MiFIR.


<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>
We believe the following elements should be included in the analysis of Option 1a: 
In rationalisation and simplification of field level attributes, consistent adoption of CDE fields is recommended. Where there is no CDE field, harmonisation should be ensured based on the approaches of other regulators.
ETDs on non-recognised third country venues: All ETDs (including any ETDs traded on a non-recognised third country venue) should be reported under 1 regime only – either EMIR only or MiFID.
ESMA mentions the following among the key components of Option 1a: “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”. However, it is unclear who will be responsible for the performance of relevant calculations. Furthermore, it is unclear how this data will be sourced if the trade is cleared through a non-EU CCP. This needs to be further specified to ensure clarity of obligations. 
To the extent that the European Commission and the EU lawmakers are willing to review the Level 1 text, we also believe that ESMA should consider enabling a carefully governed level of commercialization for aggregated, anonymized data (similar to the Derivatives and Bonds Consolidated Tape model), which may facilitate a reduction in the reporting fees that TRs/ARMs charge reporting counterparties.  
This would transform data into a valuable asset that can be reused by the  authorities and the market participants. By creating a framework where the reporting entities can also derive tangible benefits from accessing this enriched, high-fidelity dataset (e.g., for enhanced analytics, risk management, and market insights), a powerful, market-driven incentive for improved data accuracy and quality would emerge.

<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>
We do not see many advantages in Option 1b as it is clearly more complicated to implement and operationally manage than Option 1a and thus less preferrable. We believe that the delineation by events is likely to compound the existing complexity and increase existing duplication, which appears in conflict with the goals of simplification.
  
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_6>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 1b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_7>
Option 1b is likely to have a significantly higher implementation cost (than Option 1a).  In Option 1b, a single transaction may be reported under both EMIR and MiFIR, albeit from different perspectives, compounding the duplication that exists today with the added complexity of events.  Moreover, additional data points for MiFIR and EMIR due to integration of SFTR data points and embedding the SFTR reporting logic processes into MiFIR and EMIR is also expected to cause complexities and lead to additional costs.

We note that Option 1b is likely to be contradictory to ESMA’s principles 2 and 3 (i.e., Decrease overlaps to reduce reporting burden and Ensure Global Alignment). As noted above, delineation by event would likely increase the complexity and duplication of reporting, which would not reduce reporting burden. Further, this type of delineation in reporting regimes does not exist in other jurisdictions.

  

<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 see our answer to Q7. 
<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>

As noted above, we believe (at least based on the high-level descriptions in the CfE) that the “report once” objectives of Option 2a can essentially be met by Option 1a. It seems that an added benefit to Option 2a would be the availability of a streamlined regulatory framework covering all three current reporting legal frameworks of EMIR, MiFIR, and SFTR, as well as one reporting template and channel for reporting entities. 

A streamlined regulatory framework, while desirable, would not necessarily address the issues identified in section 3 any more than Option 1a would. Therefore, this benefit would not seem to outweigh the additional time, costs, and efforts that are envisioned for such a comprehensive overhaul of the three regulatory frameworks for EU reporting entities. 

Regarding the benefits of one reporting template and channel, although it does not seem to be envisioned by Option 1a, we strongly believe and advocate that  TRs are well-positioned to serve as the “report once” conduit (whether under Option 1a or 2a). TRs have effective technical capabilities, operational controls, policy expertise, and risk management oversight to handle financial transaction reporting.  Many TRs are also well-informed of and contribute substantively to international efforts to update, standardize, and harmonize transaction reporting. 

We believe that one option, that is less costly and delivers ESMA’s goal of simplification, whilst bridging the conceptual gap between Option 1a and 2a would be for TRs to build and offer reporting entities the optionality of (i) submitting a single message template to be used for all instrument types or (ii) continuing to submit separate EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR messages from reporting entities. For this second scenario, the TRs would consolidate the data received into the single message format prior to disseminating to all the relevant authorities. This arrangement would provide reporting entities with the flexibility to either use the single message format themselves or maintain current message formats specific to OTC derivatives, ETDs and securities/SFTs, enabling reporting entities to select the submission arrangement that is easier and less costly to implement for them. It also means, the authorities would still receive the same information using the single report framework.

The potential advantages and benefits of Option 2a, however, should be assessed jointly with the limitations in Q10 to balance benefits and costs. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_9>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2a?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_10>
Under Option 2a, simply unifying EMIR and SFTR into the MiFID template is likely to add new layers of complexity, additional costs and investments in resources that would add to the burden of regulatory reporting. 

Incorporating data points from EMIR and SFTR into MiFIR is expected to be a complex, lengthy and arduous exercise.  There are notable and fundamental differences in the types of instruments and events that are reportable under MiFIR, EMIR and SFTR and a single reporting framework and uniform template might not be fit for purpose to address them effectively. 

[bookmark: _Hlk207358310]A potential solution that could achieve the aims of Option 2a (a single report to regulator across EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR), while limiting the complexity and cost of implementation to market participants, is to leverage the central role of TRs. DDRIE/DTCC’s proposal is for TRs to (i) accept the single message template to be used for all instrument types, but also (ii) to continue to accept separate EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR messages from reporting entities. 

For this second scenario, the TRs would consolidate the data received into the single message format prior to disseminating to authorities. This, in turn, would provide reporting entities with the option to either use the single message format themselves or maintain current message formats specific to OTC derivatives, ETDs and SFT , with this latter option being easier and cost effective. It also means, the authorities would receive the same information using the single report framework.

TRs may need to share transactional data in order to consolidate into a single message, but conceptually it could meet much of what Option 2a sets out to achieve without unduly overburdening reporting entities. 

To strike a balance between costs and benefits, DDRIE/DTCC recommends in the short-term maintaining autonomous reporting regimes with a better delineation of instruments under their respective purviews as potentially achieved through the implementation of Option 1a. In the long term if there is a move to option 2 or similar then it would make sense to combine the regimes under a single legal framework. 
<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>

Establishing a single set of reporting rules for the different types of instruments captured under MiFIR, EMIR and SFTR will require comprehensive and detailed rules and regulatory guidance. Although rules will be consolidated in a single place, the increase in available fields, products, and reportable events will exponentially increase the risk of inconsistent implementation of the rules by market participants. To address this risk, the rules should be published as machine executable code, alongside the legal text, as this will enable market participants to implement the requirements in a consistent and accurate manner. 

A more in-depth analysis mainly around Options 1a an 1b is needed to consider the components and steps it would take to operationalize any of the options in an efficient and effective manner. As ESMA continues its analysis based on industry feedback from this CfE, DDRIE / DTCC stands ready to offer more details on the above points, as well as support and work with ESMA in this effort to reduce reporting burden on industry. 
<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>
Conceptually, Option 2b has the potential to bring about similar benefits as those outlined for Option 2a, but on an expanded scale, given the intention to bring additional reporting regimes into the one-template fold. However, DDRIE / DTCC cautions that Option 2b should only be considered and implemented after a successful rollout and application of Option 2a (if in fact Option 2a is ultimately selected). This will allow time for lessons to be learned and for industry and authorities/regulators to develop solutions to any challenges that will arise while firms adopt their reporting flows to comply with the ‘report once’ framework.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_12>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_13>
We agree with ESMA’s analysis on the potential downsides of Option 2b. The risks and challenges described therein can be of greater magnitude as a larger number of distinct reporting rules, processes and systems will have to be harmonised and integrated into a single reporting format.

The need for more implementation time and additional complexity seems to be counterproductive to the goals of simplification. Also, the timeframes for legal and legislative changes needed may slip leading to further implementation challenges.  The consultation does not address data access to regulators, NCAs and central banks and other supervisory bodies.
<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 see the responses under Q11 and Q5 
<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>
Option 1a should be prioritised initially. The proposal under Option 1a for the delineation of instruments essentially achieves a ‘report once’ framework of executions in an instrument being reported to one regime once, while also realising other changes that will streamline the reporting process. Subsequently, further simplification benefits will be achieved through the alternate proposal with lower implementation costs.

As noted above and to the extent that the European Commission and the EU lawmakers are willing to review the Level 1 text, we also believe that ESMA should consider enabling a carefully governed level of commercialization for aggregated, anonymized data (similar to the Derivatives and Bonds Consolidated Tape model). This would transform data into a valuable asset that can be reused by the authorities and the market participants. By creating a framework where the reporting entities can also derive tangible benefits from accessing this enriched, high-fidelity dataset (e.g., for enhanced analytics, risk management, and market insights), a powerful, market-driven incentive for increased data accuracy and quality would emerge.  This may facilitate a burden reduction in the reporting fees that ARMs / TRs charge reporting counterparties.

<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>
Our proposal is to leverage the existing TR model, which will intermediate in the reporting process by offering reporting entities the flexibility to either report through three separate but simplified templates (under Option 1a) or one combined template (under Option 2a). The TR would be responsible for consolidating data received through the former type of submission into a combined reporting template or a grouped reporting structure as appropriate that will be sent to relevant authorities and also to reporting entities. This proposal recently has been discussed by European market participants over the summer and [to our knowledge,] is generally well received.

In advance of choosing a particular option, however, ESMA should first conduct a more in-depth cost benefit analysis on the reporting overlap (including any duplicative information that ESMA referenced under Section 5) to see whether and how in practice the overlap can be reduced or eliminated. Detail on the reporting overlap seems to be fundamental information for ESMA and the market participants to arrive at an informed decision on which option to pursue. As noted above, DDRIE / DTCC has the expertise in financial transaction reporting and stands ready to engage with and support ESMA in reviewing and comparing the data points that are currently reported under each regime for OTC and ETD derivatives against the regulatory objectives of EMIR and MiFIR.


<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>
Please see the response for Q16.
 <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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE<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>
Whilst direct reporting to an ESMA data hub might be a cost-effective option for reporting counterparties, the data hub should ensure that it can provide the following ongoing processes and operations: 
Onboarding and connectivity testing with thousands of users.
Helpdesk and client support.
IT infrastructure for ingestion validation, ACK/NACK responses, trade state reports and data distribution.
Relevant controls & risk management framework related to resilience and transparency. 
Industry engagement and orchestration /change management support.
With this option, there should still be an optional provision for reporting counterparties to leverage service providers i.e. ARMs and/or TRs to provide reporting solutions.

<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>
Please see Q19.
<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>
DDRIE / DTCC supports innovation in the financial markets and recognizes the transformative potential of technologies like DLT and Smart Contracts. These technologies could be considered as part of a broader strategy to simplify trade reporting, although a thorough assessment of their pros and cons should be completed beforehand and then evaluated against regulatory objectives.

Expected benefits include:
- Enhanced transparency and auditability
- Elimination of separate data reconciliation processes
- Real-time data availability for regulators

Challenges to adoption include:
- Technological maturity and scalability
- Regulatory alignment across jurisdictions
- Transition costs from legacy systems

Any adoption of DLT or Smart Contracts should be aligned with global data standards to ensure interoperability across jurisdictions. 

Cloud-based data sharing platforms could offer immediate gains in interoperability, scalability, and  cost-efficiency. These technologies could help meet ESMA's objectives of improving data quality, reducing burdens, and enhancing regulatory oversight.

DTCC would welcome the opportunity to collaborate with ESMA and other stakeholders to explore how emerging technologies - whether DLT, Smart Contracts, or Cloud - can be integrated into the trade reporting ecosystem to enhance transparency, efficiency, regulatory effectiveness whilst also reducing the burden. 

<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>
The cost of the dual sided reporting regime is associated with the operational overhead of sizeable teams having to manage and attempt to resolve reconciliation breaks and exceptions.  Given the low proportion of eligible positions for reconciliations, the value of a dual sided reporting regime may not constitute value for money across all of the stakeholders involved.

Key to the success of a single sided reporting regime is the clarity provided to counterparties in establishing the entity responsible for reporting i.e. Sell Side versus Buy Side, Financial Institution versus Non-Financial and Large versus Small counterparty. Providing this clarity is essential for removing ambiguity and confusion. As noted in the CfE, without dual sided reporting other methods will need to be in place to verify data quality. Options include: 


Regulatory engagement and feedback loops (NCAs)
Emphasis on strong governance and oversight within firms. 
Enhanced data validation, reduced field count and tighter exception management (Note; This can be through internal control frameworks but also third party providers should be encouraged).
New technology and automation. 
Global harmonization through the continued adoption of the CDE. 

DDRIE / DTCC stands ready to offer more details on the above points, as well as support and work with ESMA in this effort to reduce reporting burden for market participants. 




<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>
No. Modifying reporting frequency would not be helpful to reduce the reporting burden.  We believe reporting on T+1  is sufficient and the current reporting frequency requirement does not need to be changed.
<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>
At this time, we do not have enough information to provide specific cost estimates. At a minimum, cost estimates would need to reflect the degree of burden and duplicative reporting that can be eliminated by each option, which, at this time is unclear from the high-level options and should still be subject to the in-depth analysis that DDRIE / DTCC described under Q16. At a high level, however, DDRIE / DTCC anticipates that certain changes must be taken to transition to options 1a and 2a as follows (which presumably would take time and resources to complete). Given the magnitude of changes needed for either option, we preliminarily believe that, whereas option 1a could be achieve at a lower cost than EMIR Refit, option 2a would be significantly more costly. DDRIE / DTCC would welcome the opportunity to have additional discussions with ESMA on the potential investment and transition costs associated with these options.

Option 1a – instrument delineation with frameworks remaining separate but with perhaps market abuse fields added into EMIR and SFTR would involve:
New inbound and outbound schema adoption for EMIR and SFTR.
Updating validation rules for MiFID, EMIR and SFTR.
Updating report generation rules for EMIR and SFTR.
Potentially decommissioning other processing (e.g. reconciliation, Inter-TR data exchange processes) and channels if a move to single sided reporting without reconciliation is successfully proposed.
Potentially implementing new rules for validating that the right party with the obligation has submitted the single sided report in a particular scenario. 
Changes to controls / dashboards and other features to reflect the above.

Option 2a / alternate option – unifying EMIR and SFTR into the MiFID template: We propose the alternate option which supports the regulatory community in aggregating the data but also reduces the burden on the industry. This would involve: 
New unified template adoption.
Addition of new connectivity channels for clients ready to do Option 2a.
Implement validation rules for unified regime with EMIR/SFTR under MiFID.
Implement report generation rules for unified regime.
Potentially implementing new rules for validating that the right party with the obligation has submitted the single sided report in a particular scenario. 
Implement controls / dashboards and other features to reflect unified regime.
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