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Response Form to the Consultation Paper 
Guidelines for reporting under Articles 4 and 12 SFTR	




Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this paper and in particular on the specific questions summarised in Annex III. 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 29 July 2019. 
All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in the present response form. 
Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_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_RSFTR_nameofrespondent_RESPONSEFORM. For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the response form would be entitled ESMA_RSFTR_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”  “Consultation on Position limits and position management in commodities derivatives”).



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 publically 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
All interested stakeholders are invited to respond to this consultation. In particular, responses are sought from financial and non-financial counterparties to securities financing transactions, tri-party agents, agent lenders, central counterparties (CCPs) and trade repositories (TRs), as well as from all the authorities having access to the TR data.
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General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	Londons Stock Exchange Group
	Activity
	Regulated markets/Exchanges/Trading Systems

	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country/Region
	UK




Introduction
Please make your introductory comments below, if any
<ESMA_COMMENT_RSFTR_1>
London Stock Exchange Group is a financial market infrastructure provider with significant operations in the UK, Europe, North America and Asia. Its diversified global business focuses on four key areas:

1) Capital formation – operation of a range of regulated markets and MTFs across asset classes including London Stock Exchange and Borsa Italiana, AIM / AIM Italia -the SME Growth Markets- as well as Turquoise (pan European equity trading venue), MTS (pan-European Sovereign bond venue) and EuroTLX (electronic European retail-size fixed income MTF). Through its platforms, LSEG offers market participants, including retail investors, institutions and SMEs unrivalled access to Europe’s capital markets. The Group also plays a vital economic and social role, enabling companies to access funds for growth and development.

2) Intellectual property – Through FTSE Russell, the Group is a global leader in financial indexing, benchmarking and analytic services with approximately $15 trillion benchmarked to its indexes. The Group also provides customers with an extensive range of data services, research and analytics through Mergent, SEDOL, UnaVista, XTF and RNS.

3) Post-trade services – majority ownership of the multi-asset global CCP operator, LCH Group and the Italian clearing house CC&G and CSD Monte Titoli. LCH has subsidiaries in the UK (LCH Ltd), France (LCH S.A.), and the US (LCH LLC). LCH serves both venue and OTC trading across many asset classes notably interest rate swaps and repos inter alia.

4) Technology services – trading, market surveillance and post trade systems for over 40 global organisations. Additional services include network connectivity, hosting and quality assurance testing with the capacity to analyse Fintech both from a provider and a user perspective.
We are delighted to respond to ESMA’s consultation paper on   Guidelines for reporting under Articles 4 and 12 SFTR. Please note that the responses below are on behalf of LSEG’s trade repository, CCPs and MTFs.<ESMA_COMMENT_RSFTR_1>







Questions 

Q1 : Do you agree with the above assessment? Are there any other transactions for which clarification is needed? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_1>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_1>

Q2 : Do you agree with the approach set out for reporting of SFTs under Article 4 of SFTR as detailed above? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_2>
• Agreed. However, in the case of multi managed funds there may be more than one reporting party utilising more than one TR that could be reporting on behalf of the same fund. With this in mind, we suggest that the entity responsible should be included in the reconciliation matching.

• In relation to paragraph 53 (cleared SFTs) we would appreciate if ESMA could confirm that when the bilateral trade is executed and cleared in the same day that the bi-lateral trade is not reportable.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_2>

Q3 : Do you agree with the approach for reporting repos and reverse repos as detailed in this section? Please detail the reasons for your response
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_3>
• Whilst we understand that CCPs' Treasury function's repos are in scope of Article 4, can ESMA please clarify if use of cash held as IM for repo is in scope of reuse reporting?

• With reference to repos and reverse repos entered into by CCPs to invest their own assets or clearing members’ assets with financial counterparties, we would be grateful for a clarification concerning the timing on the application of the reporting requirements.  In particular, it is not clear whether the application of the reporting requirements will start 15 months after the entry into force of SFTR level 2 measures (the timing applicable for CCPs) or whether, for reconciliation purposes, the relevant application date will coincide to the one applicable to financial counterparties.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_3>

Q4 : Are there any other types of repos and reverse repos transactions for which reporting needs to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_4>
No.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_4>

Q5 : Are there any other aspects on reporting of master agreements or other elements of BSB/SBB that need to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_5>
No.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_5>

Q6 : Do you foresee any issues relating to the non-availability of information on the counterparties and the securities by T+1? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_6>

Q7 : To what extent the SFTs that are cancelled and replaced bear price-forming information, i.e. does the cancellation imply an additional fee or price charged? If so, how can this information be better included in the reports? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_7>

Q8 : Which approach would you favour in terms of reporting cash-driven SLB? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_8>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_8>

Q9 : Do you agree with the proposal with regards to reporting of SFTs involving commodities? What other aspects should be clarified with regards to these SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_9>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_9>

Q10 : Are there any aspects that need to be clarified with regards to this type of SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_10>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_10>

Q11 : Do you agree with the proposal with regards to reporting of margin lending? What other aspects should be clarified with regards to these SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_11>

Q12 : Having in mind that position reporting of CCP-cleared SFTs is optional only when transaction-level reporting was made in accordance with paragraph 84, do you believe that additional clarifications need to be provided by ESMA? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_12>
No concerns.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_12>

Q13 : Do you agree with the approach regarding allocation of responsibility with regards to SFTs concluded between TC-FC and EU SME-NFC? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_13>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_13>

Q14 : Do you agree with the approach regarding allocation of responsibility with regards to UCITS management company and AIFM, established in third country? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_14>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_14>

Q15 : Do you agree with the approach for determining conclusion of SFTs by EU branches of non-EU entities? Are there any other instances in addition to the ones in paragraph 102 that would need to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_15>
Agreed - no further clarification required.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_15>

Q16 : Is the proposed guidance for determining whether an SFT conducted by a branch needs to be reported clear and comprehensive? Which areas require further clarification? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_16>
Yes, clear and comprehensive.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_16>

Q17 : Is the proposed guidance for reporting of intragroup SFTs clear and comprehensive? Which areas require further clarification? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_17>
Can ESMA provide further clarity in regard to this. Where a ultimate parent LEI has multiple branches each with their own LEI and trading is undertaken between the branches should this be reportable?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_17>

Q18 : Do you agree with the approach for reporting by NFCs? Is there any additional aspect relating to reporting by NFCs that needs to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_18>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_18>

Q19 : Do you agree with the proposal for reporting conclusion of SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_19>
• From a TR perspective, where firms error trades the UTI cannot be re-used, there are scenarios that the UTI may appear again in normal business so would need to be re-used ie Validation rule changes: trade reported in a previous schema, counterparty no longer exists - there is no possible way to modify the details, the only way to change the trade would be via error. If an error message is sent erroneously there is no possible way to "undo" this action and it locks out the other side of the report (only action other party is also error)

• From a CCP's point of view, on the maturity date of a term SFT, is a final COLU/ ETRM to be reported with an event date of the final maturity?  Or is the SFT to be simply not reported for situations where Event Date = Maturity Date (End Date)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_19>

Q20 : Do you agree with the proposal for reporting modifications to SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_20>
• We agree. However, from experience, we know that modifications are a commonly mis-reported action type. Often in EMIR we have seen firms utilising modification rather than correction action types making it difficult to identify activity that is traded versus corrective actions due to an incorrectly reported value. Knowing this is a problem, we would like to suggest considering one action type instead of two - easing the obligation on firms to identify when a change to a report booked by front office was the result of a incorrectly reported value versus a traded value.

• Firms who are aware that trades may terminate in the future - should they modify the maturity date rather than add a termination date in an early termination message? This could be a key break in the industry so inclusion in the trading scenarios would be beneficial.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_20>

Q21 : Do you agree with the proposal for reporting collateral updates to SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_21>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_21>

Q22 : Do you have any issues with reporting in a timely manner valuation, margin and reuse updates pertaining to SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_22>
Could you please confirm the timing for reporting of Margin reports?  If margin is pre-paid to a CCP in advance of a portfolio of trades being cleared, is the margin to be reported on Lodge date+1 (L+1) or on T+1 of the first applicable trade in the related portfolio (linked by a portfolio code)?  

We believe it should be on L+1, given this will reduce operational complexity and will show ESMA where liquidity is pooled at a CCP.  If, as per Q3 above, these values are indeed to form a part of CCP reuse calculations then not reporting on L+1 will cause odd reuse numbers to be reported.  If these figures are not to be included in reuse calculations, then we believe T+1 would be more appropriate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_22>

Q23 : Do TRs require additional guidance in relation to how reports submitted by the entities mentioned in Article 2(2) and (3) of SFTR should be treated and the relevant procedures to follow? If so please confirm where further guidance is required.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_23>
TR would appreciate further guidance on how to exclude ECSB and similar bodies. There is no definitive list of "similar bodies" or an associated reference data list to perform the exclusion (i.e. DMO is not on GLEIF as a ECSB). UV would appreciate being included in any distribution list aimed at making sure all TRs exclude the same reporting firms. <ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_23>

Q24 : Do you agree with the proposed rules for reporting of field 1.17? Are there any other instances that would need to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_24>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_24>

Q25 : Do you consider proposal A or proposal B to be the most efficient way to ensure that details of SFTs are reported accurately, and why? What would be the costs and benefits of each approach? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_25>
• From a CCP perspective, we support Proposal A: Whilst this will increase the amount of data to be transmitted, this will prevent situations where TRs may believe that the omission of a previously reported field marked as Optional would indicate that the field is to be amended from its previous state to a blank/ empty submission.  Addressing 134.b, authorities will still be able to easily determine which fields have changed over time by comparing full messages side by side.

• From a TR angle, partial reporting of amendments requires TRs to manipulate XML to get the latest state increasing the risk of operational errors or mis-reporting, it increases the risk of errors and will be timely and burdensome for the TRs.

We also understand that augmentation of the XML by TRs is not allowed in some of the SFTR Published text, i.e. when correcting a historically reported value, the TR would need to find the correct latest state, change that version, recreate a complete XML. A complete record allows the TR to take that full version and replace the open state at that correction date.

Where one field is changed in a delta file but has cross validation i.e. change cleared from yes to no (the clearing date and CCP fields are not changed in the delta file) then a completed record with the delta change applied would fail trace XML schema validations.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_25>

Q26 : Do you agree with the sequences proposed? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_26>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_26>

Q27 : Do you agree with the proposed mapping between business events and action types? Are there any additional business events that should be included? Please detail the reasons for your answer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_27>
In the event of a counterparty default, an ETRM will be sent.  However, the counterparty may not be in a position to submit a matching ETRM message (their offices may be closed with no staff in attendance, as has happened in events of 2008).  What is the proposed guidance for specific handling of situations whereby a counterparty is put into default?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_27>

Q28 : Are there any other relationships that would need to be defined? If so, please detail which ones.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_28>
As with response to Q27, what is the proposed guidance for specific handling of situations whereby a counterparty is put into default?  Would TRs for the defaulted counterparty need to step in and force ETRM specific trades?  How would this be communicated to them?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_28>

Q29 : Is there any aspect not covered by the ITS on reporting that would require further clarification?  Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_29>
• From a TR perspective we feel there have been many questions around the linking of collateral to loan data using the various keys. Is it possible to have some more scenarios and illustrations in regards to the mechanism? Is Margin required to be linked to the loan details? The XML appears to require UTI for the response of collateral matching status, can ESMA confirm the mechanisms that they are expecting the TRs to deploy for the linking of this data prior to reconciliation, for reconciliation and for the post reconciliation response?

• From a CCP perspective, when VM is provided as cash against a pool of bilateral SFTs, how is this to be reported?  Reporting a specific single value against a specific SFT will be tremendously complex to calculate and may also be represented in differing currencies both to the underlying currency of the loan and to the denomination currency of the collateral.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_29>

Q30 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting of counterparty side in the case of CCP-cleared SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_30>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_30>

Q31 : Do you agree with the proposed approach to determine which side of a transaction is the collateral provider and which is the collateral taker for unsecured lending/borrowing of securities?  Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_31>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_31>

Q32 : Please indicate how frequently is a haircut, margin or any other type of discount/add-on, applied to the loan side of SLB?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_32>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_32>

Q33 : Do you agree with the proposed approach?  Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_33>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_33>

Q34 : Do you agree with the proposed approach? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_34>
The matching tolerances on "Market Value" are extremely tight.  We understand the advice from ESMA to be: "Counterparties should agree, to the extent possible, on the market value and report it accordingly".  The tolerance that ESMA have imposed (0.0005%) equates to 50 EUR per 10mm EUR transaction.  LCH requests that CCPs be defined as holding the "golden source" for Market Value (and all other reference data fields) such that market participants are required to match the CCP.  This will prevent a considerable amount of exception processing.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_34>

Q35 : Do you agree with the proposed approach on timing and use of FX rates? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_35>
As above, LCH requests that CCPs be defined as holders of the "Golden Source" for FX rates and conversions on cleared trades, such that market participants are required to match the CCP.  This will prevent a considerable amount of exception processing.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_35>

Q36 : Does ESMA need to provide additional guidance on the reporting of the valuation fields? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_36>
As above, LCH requests that CCPs be defined as holders of the "Golden Source" for valuation fields on cleared trades, such that market participants are required to match the CCP.  This will prevent a considerable amount of exception processing.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_36>

Q37 : Do you have any remarks concerning the reporting of CFI? What other aspects need to be clarified  to ensure that reporting is consistently performed? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_37>
Sourcing of CFI codes will come at a considerable cost across the industry and there should be exemptions for their application.  Given that the ISIN attributed to government debt and other high/ investment grade debt should be easily linkable, searchable and/ or joinable by competent authorities, we ask that this field be set as optional in cases where 'Collateral Type' is either 'GOVS' or 'SUNS'.  At a minimum, we ask that ESMA make provisions for cases whereby a CFI is not available, either with a "NAVAIL" entry being permissible or similar.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_37>

Q38 : Do you agree with the approach for back-loading? What other aspects have to be considered to make the reporting of backloaded SFTs more efficient for counterparties and TRs, i.e.  the costs of this approach are minimised and also the usefulness of the reports submitted going forward is maximised? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_38>
• From a TR perspective, if one party backloads but another doesn’t then there will be a large number of unpaired reports that will remain unpaired until the other party reports the same trades. There are a number of approaches that have been discussed. Even if all firms in the market will report on the go-live date the historical reports, there will still be a huge number of pairing and matching issues due to the staggered reporting dates. This is compounded further with the 180/190 day delay that firms may choose to employ (or not). The reconciliation data (i.e. number of pairing breaks) will therefore cloud any issues and affect the reconciliation results.

• LCH's intentions is to commence reporting on the go-live date in April 2020 alongside our bank and investment firm (IF) counterparts.  The only reason LCH would not would be if ESMA changed the staggering of reporting to say that it is "cleared trades" and not "CCPs" which are liable for reporting 3 months after Banks and IFs.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_38>

Q39 : What other aspects with regards to the UTI have to be clarified? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_39>
• In the case of two clearing members being the reporting entities, which one would be responsible for generating the UTI? 

• In the case of a centrally executed or confirmed trade where the venue is outside of the EU and thus outside of the reporting requirements (not UTI generator) then what will be the fullback? Whilst the generation is documented will there be a centralised dissemination model or utility employed to assist in the dissemination of the UTI?

•The regulation refers at times to "Unique Transaction Identifier" and also to "Unique Trade Identifier".  Can it please be clarified in the L3 text that these two terms are to be used interchangeably?

•  LCH are concerned by the ability of our clearing members to inadvertently cancel/ retire CCP-generated UTIs by submitting EROR reports - in a situation where a UTI is cancelled by submission of an EROR by a non-CCP participant, can the UTI not be retired until an EROR is also sent by the CCP?  

The non-CCP would need to submit a CORR if they had sent the EROR accidentally.  

The concern here is around the unilateral cancellation of an UTI triggered by a non CCP participant which may cause the interruption to CCP netting sets and processes, since it would prevent following updates on the SFR related to that UTI which cannot be corrected. 

For LCH this is not only a technically issue. Per LCH rules, we do not accept cancellations or corrections to submitted, registered (ie: cleared) trades. Hence if a non CCP participant sends a EROR on a registered (ie cleared) trade, this is always done accidentally and the System shall allow the non-CCP participant to submit a CORR.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_39>

Q40 : Are there any other instances that need to be clarified? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_40>
No.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_40>

Q41 : Please provide the relative volume of transactions for which issuer’s LEI (of securities used as collateral) or ISIN is not available in principle.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_41>
We see the ISIN / LEI as a key issue, we are aware that there is a large number of trades executed on underlying that is issued outside of the EU. - see table below:
	Country
	Total Issuers
	Active Issuers
	LEIs (All Issuers)
	% of Total
	LEIs (Active Issuers)
	% of Total (Active)

	All UK
	28327
	13163
	16258
	57.39%
	9780
	74.30%

	Global
	329026
	198960
	17890
	5.44%
	11203
	5.63%



<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_41>

Q42 : Do you agree with this approach? What other aspects need to be considered? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_42>
The approach in the reporting phase in to not reconcile the transactions where the other counterparty is not subject to the reporting obligation may prove difficult to the TR's. There is not a field that specifies the nature of the other counterparty, the financial status of the firm is not listed on the GLEIF database so how to ESMA intend for this to be implemented?

SFTR table of fields - example in the table under paragraph 192 allows for none or 1 character of the CFI to be populated, the validation rules enforce the first 2 characters to not be "X". The examples are in contrast to the validation rules. Will the validation rules be relaxed?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_42>

Q43 : Do you believe there are other use cases that need to be further defined in this subsection? Do you agree with the applicability of those use cases to the different types of SFTs as outlined above?  Please detail the reasons for your answers.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_43>
In the case of 2 clearing members who would have the precedence and be the "CCP" in the ccp field?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_43>

Q44 : Do you agree with the population of the counterparty data fields? Please detail the reasons for your response and indicate the table to which your comments refer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_44>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_44>

Q45 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting action types? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_45>
• In 6.2.1. the details of the counterparty are omitted in the two examples, for the PSOC would the bilateral trade be reported or the cleared details, in the technical details it would appear that the bilateral leg is not reported when same day cleared. 

• Can ESMA clarify please what actions are required when Maturity Date of a term repo is the same as the Event Date of a given report?  Given that, on maturity date, the trade ceases it would seem odd to report a COLU for a valuation of the collateral on maturity date and so is the trade to be reported at all?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_45>

Q46 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting event date? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_46>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_46>

Q47 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting clearing? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_47>
• The RTN doesn’t appear in both clearing scenarios but the valuation rules require the RTN when the reporting party is not the CCP. Will this validation be relaxed?

• From the CCP's point of view, the trade is executed at the same time it is cleared/ registered and therefore the difference in timestamps between Execution and Clearing would be negligible/ zero in all cases. Should the specific term "CCPClearingConditions" be used, or a specific name of a CCP's service (eg: LCH Ltd - RepoClear Rulebook or LCH SA - RepoClear Rulebook) when reporting field 10?


• In situations where trades are confirmed on a platform and sent for clearing on a void ab initio basis (whereby a rejection from the clearing house will result in a cancellation of the trade), can ESMA please confirm the RTN requirements?  The CP and Final Report both make reference to novation on a T+1 basis but whilst this may be prevalent in OTC Derivatives it is rare in repo (if, indeed, it happens at all).
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_47>

Q48 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting trading venue field? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_48>
• LCH operates with a number of ATS/ Trading Venues and have source MICs for all.  When trades are agreed OTC and subsequently submitted to LCH for Clearing, the mechanism is Euroclear's offering, ECTMS.  The understanding here is that ECTMS is not a trading venue and therefore the code 'XXXX' will be used in these instances.

• From a MTF perspective, we disagree with the approach suggested in Paragraph 250 [In case the SFT was concluded off-venue but then brought into the rules of the venue, then it should be reported with the code “XOFF”] to identify the Segment MIC code since it differs from the MiFID II approach for trades agreed outside the Trading Venue that are brought under the rules of that Trading Venue.

For example, Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/590 Annex I Table 2 Field 36 requires market participants to only “Use MIC code ‘XOFF’ for financial instruments admitted to trading… where the transaction on that financial instrument is not executed on a trading venue”. Section 5.14 of ESMA’s Guidelines on transaction reporting confirms that this includes “instances where trades agreed outside the Trading Venue are brought under the rules of that Trading Venue”.

We note that this approach will reduce the visibility to regulators of which trading venues counterparties have used. Counterparties will also be required to distinguish between trades they have brought under the rules of the trading venue and their other trades on the same trading venue. We therefore suggest that ESMA requires the trading venue’s Segment MIC code in this case.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_48>

Q49 : Do you have any remarks or questions concerning the reporting of master agreements? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_49>
Should the specific term "CCPClearingConditions" be used, or a specific name of a CCP's service (eg: LCH Ltd - RepoClear Rulebook or LCH SA - RepoClear Rulebook) when reporting field 10?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_49>

Q50 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting conclusion and beginning of an SFT? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_50>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_50>

Q51 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting term of the SFT? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_51>
LCH-cleared SFTs cannot be early called and therefore the minimum notice period would not apply: should this field therefore be left blank in order to remove the need to count the number of business days until natural maturity and report this number, counting down each day until maturity? Table 61
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_51>

Q52 : Do you see any issues with the approach to reporting termination optionality? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_52>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_52>

Q53 : Which of these approaches do you favour for reporting general and specific collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_53>
• Given that a number of GENE trades will have specific securities allocated to them shortly after execution, effectively becoming SPEC trades almost immediately, the second approach is preferred.  The restrictive definition of GENE (applying only to GC facilities on ATS and triparty trades) would lead to fewer reconciliatory issues as there would be defined boundaries for the application of GENE.

• From a CCP's point of view, we prefer to leave empty if the “Uncollateralised SLB” (field 2.72) flag is “TRUE”
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_53>

Q54 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting collateral arrangements? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_54>
Is it correct to assume that all triparty-settled repos would be defined as GENE (similar to table 68 but with 19=false)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_54>

Q55 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting fixed and floating rates of SFTs? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_55>
• Will €STR be defined in 2.25 or will this need to be defined as up to 25 alpha numeric characters such as "ESTR", "Euro STR" or other wording (which may risk non-reconcilable entries)? Given floating rates are booked against publicly published references, LCH proposes that daily rate fixings are not to be reported.

• We would be grateful if you could specify whether the fields referring to floating/fixed rate (e.g. 23-25 table 2 “loan and collateral data”) concern the loan or the collateral itself.

•We note that the draft validation rules currently limit the Spread (Table 2 Field 32) for floating-rate SFTs to “Up to 5 numeric characters” without any decimal places. In practice floating-rate repurchase agreements are often traded with a minimum spread increment of less than a basis point. As such, we suggest allowing at least one decimal place to ensure that the authorities identified in SFTR Article 12(2) have “complete and accurate details” of the Spread agreed by the counterparties to the SFT. For this reason, we also encourage ESMA to explore allowing the same number of numeric characters and decimal places permitted for the Fixed rate (Table 2 Field 23).
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_55>

Q56 : Do you see any issues with the approach to reporting repo and BSB/SBB principal amounts? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_56>
When a repo is booked to a floating rate, what value should be entered into field 38 (table 73) given this will not (and cannot) be known until maturity date itself (or, in the case of T+1 fixed variable rates such as €STR, until maturity date+1)?  LCH believe that principal on maturity should be left blank when a trade is booked to a floating rate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_56>

Q57 : Do you agree with the approach regarding reporting fields 2.51 and 2.90? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_57>
• From a TR's point of view, collateral quality is a field that many firms have expressed concerns with. It is possible that for one underlying security the trading parties for each transaction may have different quality associated.

• From a CCP perspective, whilst two counterparts may agree on the quality of a certain security as being of one grade, one of those counterparties may have another counterparty who believe it to be of another, thereby necessitating a reporting counterparty to report the same security on the same day as having two different investment grade definitions. LCH believes that all securities which are cleared or traded by our Treasury function are of investment grade. We therefore request either that 'Collateral Quality' be set as Optional and/ or non-reconcilable or that CCPs be defined as holders of the "Golden Source" for 'Collateral Quality' on cleared trades, such that market participants are required to match the CCP.  This will prevent a considerable amount of exception processing.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_57>

Q58 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting securities on loan? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_58>
• Example on table 74 relates to percentage, the tag used to display the percentage is Mntry val, this appears to be incorrect, a percentage should use the tag - SctiesFincgRptgTxRpt.TradData.New.LnData.TxLnData.BuySellBck.UnitPric.Pctg?

• Sourcing of CFI codes will come at a considerable cost across the industry and there should be exemptions for their application.  Given that the ISIN attributed to government debt and other high/ investment grade debt should be easily linkable, searchable and/ or joinable by competent authorities, we ask that this field be set as optional in cases where 'Collateral Type' is either 'GOVS' or 'SUNS'.  At a minimum, we ask that ESMA make provisions for cases whereby a CFI is not available, either with a "NAVAIL" entry being permissible or similar.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_58>

Q59 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting SFTs involving commodities? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_59>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_59>

Q60 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting cash rebate SLBs? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_60>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_60>

Q61 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting non-cash collateral SLBs? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_61>
The lending fee doesn’t have specified tags for percentage, the question implies that it is possible to differentiate percentage from other spread value.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_61>

Q62 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting margin loan data? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_62>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_62>

Q63 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting collateralisation? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_63>
For the avoidance of doubt, LCH intends to utilise the 'Net exposure basis with basket' practice described in table 87 for both its Term Sterling GC (settled via DBV at Euroclear UK & Ireland) and its Euro GC Plus products, which are cleared GC financing basket products.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_63>

Q64 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting cash collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_64>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_64>

Q65 : Do you agree with the proposed approach? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_65>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_65>

Q66 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for calculating collateral haircuts or margin? Please provide justification for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_66>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_66>

Q67 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting collateral type field? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_67>
• LCH requests that CCPs be defined as holders of the "Golden Source" for 'collateral type' fields on cleared trades, such that market participants are required to match the CCP.  This will prevent a considerable amount of exception processing.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_67>

Q68 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting Availability for collateral reuse? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_68>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_68>

Q69 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting fields Identification of security and LEI of issuer? Are you aware of instances where securities provided as collateral do not have an ISIN? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_69>
• The coverage of LEI is not yet complete, so the mandatory nature of the reporting rules would cause rejections of valid reports.

• There may be instances where US collateral issuers do not have an ISIN as this jurisdiction tends to rely on CUSIP as the primary identifier. In these cases, would the reporting of CUSIP be permitted?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_69>

Q70 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting plain vanilla bonds as collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_70>
Agreed.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_70>

Q71 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting perpetual bonds as collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_71>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_71>

Q72 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting main index equities as collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_72>
The examples of CFI code E*** will all fail validation as the rules requires the first 2 characters are not "X", this has been raised by an array of firms so could this be clarified in the final standard.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_72>

Q73 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting variation margining with additional provision of securities by the collateral provider? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_73>
When securities are exchanged as VM, they are most likely exchanges not against one SFT but against a broader portfolio.  Can ESMA please define reporting scenarios when a basket of securities (either a bilaterally-settled or a triparty-settled basket) is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
Additionally, VM tends to be exchanged as a pool of cash against a portfolio of SFTs.  Can ESMA please confirm that cash-settled bilateral VM is either out of scope of Loan and Collateral reporting or define reporting scenarios when a cash pool is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
Can ESMA please also confirm that VM exchanged as cash on repo/ BSB is out of scope for reuse reporting as all cash-collateral reinvestment fields in reuse reporting (table 4) indicate “Repo: N” and “BSB:N”, only showing “Y” next to SLB activity?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_73>

Q74 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting variation margining with return of the same securities to collateral provider? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_74>
When securities are exchanged as VM, they are most likely exchanges not against one SFT but against a broader portfolio.  Can ESMA please define reporting scenarios when a basket of securities (either a bilaterally-settled or a triparty-settled basket) is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
Additionally, VM tends to be exchanged as a pool of cash against a portfolio of SFTs.  Can ESMA please confirm that cash-settled bilateral VM is either out of scope of Loan and Collateral reporting or define reporting scenarios when a cash pool is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
Can ESMA please also confirm that VM exchanged as cash on repo/ BSB is out of scope for reuse reporting as all cash-collateral language refers to SLB activity?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_74>

Q75 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting variation margining with return of different securities to the collateral provider? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_75>
When securities are exchanged as VM, they are most likely exchanged not against one SFT but against a broader portfolio.  Can ESMA please define reporting scenarios when a basket of securities (either a bilaterally-settled or a triparty-settled basket) is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
Additionally, VM tends to be exchanged as a pool of cash against a portfolio of SFTs.  Can ESMA please confirm that cash-settled bilateral VM is either out of scope of Loan and Collateral reporting or define reporting scenarios when a cash pool is exchanged as VM against a portfolio of loans, each collateralised by single securities?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_75>

Q76 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting prepaid collateral? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_76>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_76>

Q77 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting portfolio code? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_77>
Given there is no need for this to match across counterparts (CP), if both CPs did indeed use the same portfolio code, would there be any issues with reporting?  Eg: CP 1 uses portfolio code SFTR1 and CP 2 also uses SFTR1, or do these need to be unique across CPs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_77>

Q78 : Do you agree with the approach to reporting margin data? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_78>
• From a CCP perspective, we would appreciate clarification on the following points:
1. IM and VM can be paid/ received in multiple currencies (or in the case of securities IM in multiple denomination currencies) and yet the reporting allows only for one currency to be reported.  We request confirmation that all balances, paid and/ or received, are to be reported in one currency only.
2. VM can be paid and received to/ from the same clearing member in different currencies.  When this occurs, LCH proposes to report all balances in one currency and, in so doing, report only the net value of paid/ received rather than gross paid/ received.
3. The value that the CCP attributes to IM/ VM and excess is always post-haircut.  Therefore, LCH requests assurance that all values in CCP margin data reporting are to be net of all haircuts, including Excess Collateral.  This is especially important when IM is paid using triparty agents as the value of the triparty commitment is that which is known to and given value by the CCP.  IT would be near impossible to gross-up the collateral values in triparty margin pledge situations, given the number of securities and the different haircuts applied to each.
4. Can ESMA confirm that portfolio codes, whilst not matching, can be the same between individual counterparts to the same trade?  We believe that LEI and portfolio code should allow for successful matching of margin to trade data at an LEI level. (as in Q77 above)
5. Whilst we understand that VM, as it passes through the CCP, is out of scope for reuse reporting, can ESMA please confirm that IM is also out of scope for reuse calculations as all language in current publications references SLB activity.
6. Can ESMA please confirm that default fund contributions are out of scope of SFTR reporting.
7. Can ESMA please confirm the definitions of IM (which we believe should be defined as margin paid and not passed through, excluding default fund contributions) and VM (which we define as margin paid by one CM to the CCP and which the CCP passes through to another CM)?
8. Whilst LCH does not cross-margin between services (derivatives services and our RepoClear service), RepoClear clears cash bond trades (i.e. non SFT) and the margin paid on these cannot be stripped out of reporting numbers.  Can ESMA please confirm they are comfortable to have margin for the RepoClear service reported as commingled with non-SFT (but also non-derivative) product margins?  We believe this is another reason why CCP IM should be excluded from reuse calculations as it is not possible to discern those value which relate to SFTs vs cash trades in the margin numbers.

• Initial Margins are called by the CCP at a portfolio level (with a segregation between securities issued by each country) and not at a trade level, therefore the interpretation that CC&G would adopt is as follows:
1. Portfolio code: the minimum combination for which margins are called, i.e. TRADING MEMBER – GCM – ACCOUNT – COUNTRY would be reported;
2. Initial Margins and Variation Margins: the amount corresponding to the aforementioned combination would be reported;
3. Excess Collateral: collateral in general is posted by participants without any distinction between the Sections originating the collateral request. In order to split the collateral amount with regards to the aforementioned combination a proxy shall be identified (collateral could be split on the basis of the amount of the margin requirements for each Section, thus identifying a proxy of the amount of collateral linked to the reported combination).
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_78>

Q79 : Do you have any comments on the scope of the non-cash collateral re-use measure, and are there practical obstacles to the reporting? In the case of margin lending, do you agree with the exclusion of securities that cannot be transferred to the prime broker’s account due to rehypothecation limits agreed contractually?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_79>
For the avoidance of doubt, CCPs believe this reporting would only apply to their Treasury function and only in situations whereby:
-Treasury borrow a security via an SFT and re-use the same security via an SFT
-Treasury lend a security via an SFT that was sourced as margin on an SFT
-Treasury borrow a security via an SFT and use the same security as margin on an SFT
-Treasury source a security as margin on an SFT and use it as margin on another SFT
CCP activity is out of scope, except in situations whereby the securities the Treasury function use are sourced from margins pertaining to CCP-cleared trades.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_79>

Q80 : Do you have any comments on cash collateral reinvestment, and do you agree with the scope?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_80>
For the avoidance of doubt, LCH believes that the cash reinvestments made by its Treasury function are out of scope for this reporting as the cash is not sourced as collateral in SLBs but is sourced as margin on CCP-cleared SFTs instead.  This opinion will change depending on the response to Q4 above.  
LCH also requests that the reuse of cash received as VM on bilateral repo/ BSB trades is also confirmed as out of scope, as the cash collateral reinvestment language in publications refers to SLBs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_80>

Q81 : Do you agree with the proposed approach for reporting reuse, reinvestment and funding sources? Please detail the reasons for your response and include a reference to the specific table.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_81>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_81>

Q82 : What other aspects need to be considered with regards to the aforementioned approach with regards to treatment of rejection feedback? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_82>
Where a file contains 3 transactions, but the transactions fail validations will the statistics show the file as rejected as there were no accepted records or the file as accepted with 3 rejected transactions?

if there is a serious schema error and the transactions cannot be imported how would we reflect these numbers (1 file rejection 1 transaction rejection due to inability to import the schema)?

If a file is rejected via permissioning rejection can ESMA create an error response code.<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_82>

Q83 : What other aspects need to be considered with regards to the aforementioned approach with regards to treatment of reconciliation feedback? Please detail the reasons for your response.
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_83>
The reconciliation categories - will the block relate to all loan and collateral contained in the reconciliation or should the block be appended to the individual loan and collateral lines of data?

Not all collateral data will have a UTI, some collateral will relate to a portfolio and will not be linked to an individual loan, i.e. will not have a UTI. How do we reflect this as the block appears to require the UTI of the loan details where this may not be a reconcilable value for the collateral portfolio?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_83>

Q84 : What other aspects need to be considered to make the process more efficient? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_84>
[bookmark: _GoBack]A more simplified matrix for the type of regulator, the files they should have access to and transaction or position level would assist in the access requirements. There are no clear details in regard to the best way to aggregate the data from branches and subsidiaries to the parent entity level.

Article 5, Outstanding SFT report: outstanding SFT subject to an early termination message where the termination date is in the future - should these be included in the report?

The requirement to execute ad-hoc queries on non-working days is problematic due to, for example, maintenance windows. Should these requests not follow the Target 2 calendar?

Article 5.4a of CDR (EU) 2019/357 refers to outstanding SFTs but article 5.4b does not make any reference to outstanding SFTs. Does that mean that if an NCA requests an ad-hoc report of outstanding SFTs which were reported to the TR more than one year before the date on which the request was submitted, the TR is not required to provide this report?<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_84>

Q85 : Do you have any comments on the aforementioned practicalities relating to the provision of access to SFT data to authorities? What other aspects need to be considered to make the process more efficient? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response?
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_85>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_RSFTR_85>
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