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Reply form
on the call for evidence on shortening of the settlement cycle


Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this paper and in particular on the specific questions summarised in Annex 1. 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 15 December 2023. 
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 this reply form. 
•	Please do not remove tags of the type < ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_0>. 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 responses, save the reply form according to the following 	convention: ESMA_CP1_SETT _nameofrespondent. 
	For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the 	following name: ESMA_CP1_SETT _ABCD.
•	Upload the Word reply form containing your responses to ESMA’s website (pdf 	documents will not be considered except for annexes). All contributions should be 	submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - 	Consultations’.
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 ‘Data protection’.
Who should read this paper?
All interested stakeholders are invited to respond to this consultation paper. In particular, ESMA invites market infrastructures (CSDs, CCPs, trading venues), their members and participants, other investment firms, issuers, fund managers, retail and wholesale investors, and their representatives to provide their views to the questions asked in this paper. 
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General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	The FIX Trading Community
	Activity
	Associations, professional bodies, industry representatives
	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country / Region
	Europe


Questions 
1. : Please describe the impacts on the processes and operations from compressing the intended settlement date to T+1 and to T+0. Please:
1. provide as much detail as possible on what issues would emerge in both cases and how they could be addressed with special attention to critical processes (matching, allocation, affirmation and confirmation) and interdependencies. Where relevant please explain if these are general or asset class/instrument/ trade specific. 
1.  Identify processes, operations or types of transaction or financial instrument class that would be severely impacted or no longer doable in a T+1 and in a T+0 environment. 
Please, suggest if there are legislative or regulatory actions that would help address the problems. Where relevant please explain if these are general or asset class/instrument/ trade specific.  
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_1>
There are a number of existing industry workflows which would struggle to adapt to T+1 settlement from the current T+2 timeline today.
The FIX Protocol is well placed to assist the industry in achieving real-time allocation, confirmation, and affirmation. Recent developments include new messages to support real-time communication of settlement status information for securities transactions. FIX standards are designed to support all market participants globally through trading and post-trade workflows. 
The FIX Protocol has been used by many industry participants for allocation and/or confirmation messaging for over twenty years and we strongly recommend the usage of real time electronic messaging, including standards such as FIX and ISO, to facilitate timely and accurate processing from trading through to settlement. We also recognize the importance of high-quality static data including Standing Settlement Instructions (SSI’s).
While not advocating for or against regulation to prescribe or modify time limits for allocation and/or confirmation, usage of electronic messaging would be critical should such measures be taken.
Our members have indicated that securities lending, ETF creation/redemption and anything involving FX will be problematic in a T+1/T+0 environment. To help mitigate this we are undertaking work to design electronic messaging standards for securities lending workflows and are in ongoing discussions with members regarding ETF processing.
Moving to T+1 and T0 place larger challenges to non-EU participants, as well as international trade and FX settlement that today cannot support real-time settlement. However, many of the challenges today are those of improving the quality of adoption and implementation of the standards within the post trade process to ensure high levels of straight through processing (STP) are achieved.
One area that remains of concern with respect to the shortening of the settlement cycle is the lack of use of electronic messaging by some trading participants, especially smaller fund and asset managers.  The continued use of hand-crafted documents, and transmission of these by email and fax, creates a manual workflow that is prone to error and delay.  The adoption of electronic workflow standards such as those provided by FIX for the Allocation and Confirmation process is strongly recommended to allow firms to complete this vital part of the post-trade process quickly and accurately.
FIX would be supportive of regulatory collaboration in settlement standardization wherever possible given the increasing cross border, cross asset nature of the financial services industry. We would welcome the promotion of electronic standards by the regulator as part of the proposal to meet the objective of settlement efficiency and timeliness<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_1>


1. : What would be the consequences of a move to a shorter settlement cycle for (a) hedging practices (i.e. would it lead to increase pre-hedging practices?), (b) transactions with an FX component?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_2>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_2>

1. : Which is your current rate of straight-through processing (STP ), in percentage of the number and of the volume of transactions broken down per type of transaction or per instrument as relevant? In case STP is used only for certain processes/operations, please identify them. Which are the anticipated challenges that you envisage in improving your current rate of STP?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_3>

1. : Please describe the impacts that, in your views, the shortening of the securities settlement cycle could have beyond post-trade processes, in particular on the functioning of markets (trading) and on the access of retail investors to financial markets. If you identify any negative impact, please identify the piece of legislation affected (MiFID II, MiFIR, Short Selling Regulation…) and elaborate on possible avenues to address it.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_4>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_4>


1. : What would be the costs you would have to incur in order to implement the technology and operational changes required to work in a T+1 environment? And in a T+0 environment? Please differentiate between one-off costs and on-going costs, comparing the on-going costs of T+1 and T+0 to those in the current T+2 environment. Where relevant please explain if these are general or asset class/instrument/ trade specific.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_5>

1. : In your view, by how much would settlement fails increase if T+1 would be required in the short, medium and long term? What about T+0? Please provide estimates where possible.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_6>

1. : In your opinion, would the increase in settlement fails/cash penalties remain permanent or would you expect settlement efficiency to come back to higher rates with time? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_7>


1. : Is there any other cost (in particular those resulting from potential impacts to trading identified in the previous section) that ESMA should take into consideration? If yes, please describe the type of cost and provide estimates.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_8>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_8>

1. : Do you agree with the mentioned benefits? Are there other benefits that should be accounted for in the assessment of an eventual shortening of the securities settlement cycle?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_9>
We do not wish to comment on the direct stated benefits of shortening settlement cycles. However, we do believe that there are long term benefits to the industry in encouraging the automation of front to back workflows and the associated data standards. <ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_9>

1. :Please quantify the expected savings from an eventual reduction of collateral requirements derived from T+1 and T+0 (for cleared transactions as well as for non-cleared transactions subject to margin requirements).
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_10>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_10>




1. : If possible, please provide estimates of the benefits that you would expect from T+1 and from T+0, for example the on-going savings of potentially more automated processes.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_11>

1. : How do you assess the impact that a shorter settlement cycle could have on the liquidity for EU markets (from your perspective and for the market in general)? Please differentiate between T+1 and T+0 where possible.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_12>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_12>

1. : What would be the benefits for retail clients?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_13>

1. : How would you weigh the benefits against the costs of moving to a shorter settlement cycle? Please differentiate between a potential move to T+1 and to T+0.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_14>
1. : Please describe the main steps that you would envisage to achieve an eventual shorter securities settlement cycle. In particular, specify: (i) the regulatory and industry milestones; and (ii) the time needed for each milestone and the proposed ultimate deadline.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_15>

1. : Assuming that the EU institutions would decide to shorten the securities settlement cycle in the EU, how long would you need to adapt to the new settlement cycle? And in the case of a move to T+0?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_16>

1. : Do you think that the CSDR scope of financial instruments is adequate for a shorter settlement cycle? If not, what would be in your views a more adequate scope?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_17>




1. : Is it feasible to have different settlement cycles across different instruments? Which are the ones that would benefit most? Which least?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_18>

1. : Which financial instruments/ transaction types are easier to migrate to a shorter settlement period in the EU capital markets? Does the answer differ by asset class? Should it be feasible/advisable to have different migration times for different products/markets/assets? If yes, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_19>

1. : Do you think that the settlement cycle for transactions currently excluded by Article 5 of CSDR should be regulated? If you think that the settlement cycle of some or all of these transactions should be regulated, what would be in your view an appropriate length for their settlement cycle?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_20>




1. : Please describe the impact(s) that the transition to T+1 in other jurisdictions has had or will have on your operations, assuming the EU remains on a T+2 cycle.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_21>

1. : Can you identify any EU legislative or regulatory action that would reduce the impact of the move to T+1 in third countries for EU market participants? Please specify the content of the regulatory action and justify why it would be necessary. In particular, please clarify whether those regulatory actions would be necessary in the event of a transition of the EU to a shorter settlement cycle, or they would be specific only to address the misaligned cycles.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_22>

1. : Do you see benefits in the harmonisation of settlement cycles with other non-EU jurisdictions?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_23>




1. : Would reducing the settlement cycle bring any other indirect benefits to the Capital Markets Union and the EU's position internationally?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_24>

1. : Do you consider that the adaptation of EU market participants to the shorter settlement cycles in other jurisdictions could facilitate the adoption of T+1 or T+0 in the EU? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_25>

1. : Would different settlement cycles in the EU and other non-EU jurisdictions be a viable option?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_26>

1. : Please elaborate about any other issue in relation to the shortening of the securities settlement cycle in the EU or in third-country jurisdictions not previously addressed in the Call for Evidence.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_27>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_27>
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