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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
	BNY Mellon
	Activity
	Credit institutions, CSDs, investment firms, market operators, e-money institutions, UCITS management companies, AIFs 
	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country / Region
	Belgium


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>
BNY Mellon’s responses to this Call for Evidence are focused on the prospect for a move to T+1.
BNY Mellon does not believe that there is any serious prospect for a move to T+0 in the short or medium term. This is for two basic reasons. The first is that all the problems associated with a move to T+1 will be magnified in a move to T+0. The second is that it is highly likely that a move to T+0 in the European Union will not deliver harmonisation in settlement cycles with such major securities markets as the US and the UK, while it is highly likely that a move to T+1 will deliver such harmonisation.
A move to T+0 settlement can be understood in different ways. One interpretation would be for T+0 settlement to mean instantaneous settlement i.e. with settlement immediately following trading. This option would involve very radical changes to existing market practices and processes and would specifically mean that the resource mobilisation process should take place before trading, instead of – as today – after trading.
Another interpretation is that T+0 settlement would mean settlement no later than the end of the day on T+0. Such an interpretation would involve a less radical change to existing practices. But under such an interpretation T+0 has little apparent benefit over T+1 and suffers from a major disadvantage. The point is that in both cases the vast bulk of settlement instructions will be submitted to the settlement system at about the same time (towards the end of the day on T+0) either for immediate settlement (in the case of T+0) or for settlement in the overnight batch of the settlement system (in the case of T+1). The practical difference between T+0 and T+1 is that for T+0 there is no safety net, so that any problems or delays will lead to late settlement, while for T+1 there is a safety net, as transactions can still settle during real-time settlement on T+1.
With respect to the impacts of a move to T+1 on the processes and operations of market participants, there are three broad, overlapping, rules of thumb.
The first is that for standard settlement activity, and as identified in paragraphs 17 and 18, the closer an entity, or an activity, is to market infrastructure, the smaller the direct impact will be. For T2S and for CSDs, T+1 will have little, if any, direct impact.
For BNY Mellon as a custodian, the length of the custody chain is an important factor in determining the impact of a move to T+1. Longer custody chains – arising when BNY Mellon uses a subcustodian to access a CSD, and when a BNY Mellon client is itself an intermediary – will be more vulnerable in the context of T+1 settlement, as there will be less time for each intermediary in the custody chain to receive, and pass on, settlement instructions, and to conduct all the necessary internal validations (position checking, sanctions screening, etc).
In this context, it should, however, be noted that even if a move to T+1 has no direct impacts on market infrastructure, there may well be major indirect impacts. For example, a move to T+ 1 may well require changes to the daily timetable of such entities as T2S, CSDs and CLS Bank, in order to facilitate such activity as securities lending and FX trading in the changed environment of T+1.
A second rule of thumb is that a move to T+1 will be easier for highly structured and highly centralised activity, such as stock exchange settlement, CCP clearing, and settlement of transactions on behalf of retail clients, as this activity can benefit from a high degree of automation, than it is for less structured and more diverse activity, such as some types of wholesale market activity.
A third rule of thumb is that under T+1 the much shorter period of time between trading and settlement will place particular pressure on resource management activities, such as funding, FX, securities lending, and collateral management. Clear problem areas will include (i) FX, and (ii) securities lending recalls. It is highly likely that there will need to be structural market changes in order to minimise these problems, and, as mentioned previously, these could include changes to the daily timetable of market infrastructure.
One additional general comment is that under T+1, and for all parties involved in the settlement process, there will be less time for exception management. A necessary pre-condition for T+1 will be a high degree of automation by all parties involved in the settlement process. However, there will always be the possibility that exceptions arise i.e. that certain transactions and certain processes require a manual intervention.
 The shorter amount of time available for exception management will push market participants to extend the range of hours in a working day during which their operational teams provide coverage. This will be more difficult for smaller organisations and may impact both front and back offices.

<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>
 
As a global custodian, BNY Mellon has no specific view of the consequences on hedging practices.
With respect to FX processing, we do believe that this is an area in which any move to T+1 has the possibility of creating significant challenges for market participants.
We would believe that FX trading relating to securities settlement will shift from standard spot market settlement to T+1 or same-day settlement. There are important questions as to whether the overall liquidity in FX markets will shift accordingly, and whether market participants will be able operationally to handle the shorter settlement cycles. One major concern is whether market participants will be able to meet CLS Bank deadlines, and whether there will be a shift from CLS Bank settlement of FX deals, to – more risky – bilateral settlement. 
From a BNY Mellon perspective, we would view the impacts as relatively limited as we can already provide FX services on a same-day and on a T+1 basis.

<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>
     
As a global custodian, and as an average across all the markets that we cover, our internal STP rate for securities settlement instructions is currently around 97%. Our internal STP rate for securities settlement instructions in the major European markets is on average slightly higher and is currently running about 98%. There are no significant differences by transaction type, nor by instrument type.
The main determinant for our internal STP rate is the format and quality of the settlement instructions that we receive.
While we believe that further improvements in our internal STP rate are possible, we note that there will always be some factors (such as sanctions screening, credit checks, and securities provision checks) that will limit such improvements.
<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>

As set out in our answer to Question 1, a T+0 settlement cycle would mean that the resource management process would have to be finalised before trading. This means that any trading activity will be dependent on the success of the resource management process. This creates inefficiencies both for trading (as trading will not be possible if the resources have not been mobilised) and for resource management (as resources may be mobilised even though no trading occurs). In general, we would see little impact on the access of retail investors to financial markets. We do note that a shortening of the settlement cycle will have a positive impact in reducing problems associated with the practice of “contractual” settlement, as there will be a greater alignment between traded and effectively settled positions.
As a general point, we believe that changing the settlement cycle should not have any effect on reporting obligations, but we suggest that this question be checked more thoroughly.

<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>
At this point in time, it is very difficult to provide an estimate of the costs that BNY Mellon would incur if Europe were to move to T+1.
The move to T+1 will be a market infrastructure project that affects all parties in the settlement and custody chains. The move to T+1 will affect the core process of settlement instruction generation and transmission, and of settlement. However, it will also affect all adjacent processes, such as those of liquidity management, FX, securities lending, collateral management and corporate actions.
The move to T+1 will require more automation, and increased discipline and rigour, both in the core settlement process, but also in the adjacent processes, as there is a mutual interaction between processes, and inefficiencies in one process have a knock-on effect on others.
Accordingly, we do anticipate that the T+1 project will lead to significant changes both in market infrastructure (such as the daily settlement timetable of CSDs) and in market practices and standards. It is not yet possible to evaluate the full set of these changes. 
The costs themselves will fall into several different categories. Apart from the technological investment to adapt systems (especially if there are changes to the daily timetable of market infrastructures), and associated personnel costs, we would note that there may be less predictable costs, such as the cost associated with less efficient liquidity management (as the time gap between settlement instruction generation/transmission and settlement will be much shorter), and a possible increased usage of external vendors for tools to manage the changed flows. 

<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>
Given the very short timeframes for effecting settlement in a T+1 environment, it is plausible that a move to T+1 would lead to an increase in the rate of settlement fails. Nonetheless, a key objective for any move to T+1 should be that there is no major increase in the rate of settlement fails, and it will be very important that the planning and preparations for any move to T+1 take account of this objective.
For this reason, it is very difficult at this point in time to give an estimate of any possible increase.
 

<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>
 
We would expect that the phenomenon of an increase in settlement fails to be largely a temporary phenomenon, as market participants adjust to the new environment, and new processes are implemented.
Nonetheless, ceteris paribus, it is to be expected that there will be a residual structural increase in settlement penalties, as in a T+1 environment there is less time to resolve errors and problems. This means that the key questions are (i) how big will this residual structural increase be, and (ii) will it over time be outweighed by other structural changes.
On (i), we believe that the residual structural increase will be relatively small, given that market participants already have a high degree of automation, and the planning and preparation for T+1 will focus on the need for automation.
On (ii), we believe that the answer is yes. This is on the grounds that settlement efficiency rates in Europe are still too low, and there is scope for structural improvements, as suggested, for example, by the recent AFME report entitled “Improving the Settlement Efficiency Landscape in Europe”.

<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>
One additional cost for some market participants will be an increase in CSDR late settlement penalties if, as is to be expected, there is a short-term increase in settlement failure rates. A relevant consideration for public authorities is whether there should be a temporary suspension of the CSDR late settlement penalty mechanism.
<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>
One benefit of a shorter settlement cycle is that there will be a greater alignment between traded positions and settled positions. With respect to the settlement process, this greater alignment delivers benefits to investors, as counterparty risk is reduced, and as purchased securities and cash proceeds from sales are available earlier. (On this point, please also see our answer to Question 4).
This greater alignment also delivers benefits to issuers and investors with respect to the custody chain. Among the benefits are that (i) at any point in time a greater proportion of the holders of shares in a company will have an economic interest in the company, so that (ii) the quality of the results of requests for shareholder identification will improve, and (iii) the shareholder voting process will be strengthened.
.
<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>
We are unable to answer this question.

<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>
We are unable to answer this question.
<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>
One important question will be the question of the impact of T+1 on securities lending and the pool of lendable assets. This question will need to be reviewed in detail as part of any implementation of T+1.
.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_12>

1. : What would be the benefits for retail clients?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_13>
Please see our answer to Question 9, as most, if not all, of the benefits in this answer will also accrue to retail investors.
<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>
Our basic view is that the move is T+1 is inevitable, as over time it is has the potential of delivering significant benefits (greater global alignment of settlement trading cycles, greater alignment between trading and settlement, reduced counterparty risk, collateral savings, etc). The key question for the move to T+1 is when will the necessary pre-conditions for a move to T+1 be fulfilled. 
We also believe that the short-term benefits of any move to T+1 are actually relatively modest, so there is no reason for any implementation timeline to be overly aggressive.
We would also stress that any move to T+1 will be a major market implementation project, with significant associated risks, so that it will be important for any change-over to be properly prepared, and to have an adequate timeline.
Any move to T+0 is currently unimaginable, as the costs and the ensuing market disruption will far exceed any theoretical benefits. See our answer to Question 1 above. 
<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>
This question relates to the “when” and the “how” for any move to T+1.
On the “when”, there are three types of date that will be important.
The first type of date is an aspirational marker that serves to attract attention, and to generate momentum. The purpose of such a date is to register on the regulatory “horizon-scanning” of individual firms so that firms start taking T+1 into account in their budget and project planning.
The second type of date is the regulatory deadline for implementation. This could be an end date for T+2 settlement, effected through an amendment to Article 5 of CSDR.
The third type of date is the actual implementation date (or dates, as different exchanges may move on different days).
It may not be necessary to set the first type of date, but if such a date is set it should be a realistic date, especially taking into account the objective of a minimal increase in settlement failure rates. If such a date is set, there will, of course, be the risk that the date will turn out to be incorrect.
The second type of date will need to be specified when the European Commission introduces any legislative proposal and should be set only after more detailed analysis of the feasibility of a move has been carried out. The European Commission legislative proposal should not just contain a date; it should also include an explicit provision granting the Commission and/or ESMA the power to postpone that date in the event of major implementation problems and delays. Such a possibility is a standard feature of major infrastructure projects.  
The third type of date should be set only fairly late in the process, and will not be set by regulators, but will be set by the exchanges, in collaboration with each other and with the industry.
With respect to the “how”, it is useful to distinguish two phases, namely, a preparatory phase, and an implementation phase.
In the preparatory phase, it is useful to distinguish between three different types of preparation:
1/ Identification of any needs for changes to market infrastructure operations/operations and daily timetable, and then implementation of these changes
2/ Identification of any needs for changes to market conventions, standards, and practices, and then work on agreeing the changes
3/ Work by individual firms to upgrade their internal systems and process flows.
1/ and 2/ will require a collective effort on the part of the industry and will be transparent and visible to regulators and the market as a whole. Inevitably, 3/ will be less transparent, and less visible.
For 1/ and 2/, a major role should be played by the Joint Industry Association Steering Committee on T+1, with, as appropriate, collaboration with the European Central Bank’s Advisory Committee on Market Infrastructures for Securities and Collateral (AMI-SeCo), especially with relation to T2S functionalities and daily timetable.
For the implementation phase, and the need for coordination in any implementation timetable, the AMI-SeCo should also play a key role, very much on the model of how the move to T+2 was organised in around 2012 to 2014.
We would like to stress that the implementation of T+1 will, in effect, be a major market infrastructure project affecting all market participants and should be treated accordingly. There are interesting comparisons with the recent implement of SRD2 shareholder identification and CSDR late settlement penalties, which were in reality market infrastructure projects, but were not treated as such. In both cases, there was a period of about six months after launch during which the processes did not work properly. It will be very important that any implementation of T+1 does not follow these examples.
<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>

From a BNY Mellon perspective, the important question is not how long it would take BNY Mellon to adapt. For many activities, and from an internal perspective, BNY Mellon can already handle T+1 settlement.
The important question is how long it would take for the market as a whole to adapt. If some market activities and some categories of market participant cannot handle T+1 settlement, then this would cause market disruption, and lower settlement rates, which would have an impact on all market participants, including BNY Mellon.
At this point in time, it is not possible to give a definitive answer to the question of how long it would take for the market as a whole to adapt, as this would require more detailed analysis.
However, it is possible to identify some points of comparison.
We note, for example, that for the transition to a harmonised T+2 settlement cycle there was a period of about five years between the initial discussions in a CESAME task force (in 2009) and the actual implementation (in 2014). Some parties have suggested that a project of the size and ramifications of a move to T+1 would require a planning and preparation period of at least 36 months.
These considerations would suggest an implementation date at the earliest in late 2027 or 2028.
From a practical perspective, we would suggest that any implementation date should avoid the main corporate action season, and should avoid certain specific dates, such as month- and quarter-ends, and major fund rebalancing dates.
For these and other reasons, and as suggested in our answer to Question 15, we believe that the actual specific implementation date or dates should not be specified by regulation but should be decided and coordinated by industry participants. 

<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>
The scope of the settlement cycle obligation under CSDR is adequate and appropriate. It worked well for the transition to T+2. Introducing a different scope would cause significant problems.
<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>
It would be feasible, but we do not see any particular benefit for any security type. Having different settlement cycles across different instruments would create complexity, and the risk of uncertainty and error, for little, if any, apparent benefit.
<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>
At this point in time, our preferred option is for a big bang migration whereby all financial instruments and all transaction types migrate at the same time. This has the major benefit of simplicity and clarity. At this point in time, we do not see any particular benefits in a staggered migration. However, we do note that the precise details of the migration plan should be determined much later in the timeline of the project. On this point, please see our answer to question 15.
<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>
Please see our answer to Question 17
<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>
We would see the impact as being more at a market level than specifically on BNY Mellon operations. There will, for example, be problems relating to the processing of corporate actions, and potentially the pricing of securities, for dual-listed securities that have different standard settlement cycles on different exchanges.
<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>
We have nothing particular to add beyond previous responses by industry associations on this question.
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_22>

1. : Do you see benefits in the harmonisation of settlement cycles with other non-EU jurisdictions?
<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_23>
Yes. Financial markets are heavily interconnected, and EU markets are heavily connected to the UK and US markets. An alignment of settlement cycles will bring multiple benefits for a very wide range of market participants. Trading and resource management will be simplified, and the risk of operational issues arising out of problems linked to different settlement cycles will be reduced.
<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>
In itself, reducing the settlement cycle will not have a major impact on the CMU and on the EU’s position internationally. However, if, for a significant period of time, the EU were out of line from the standard settlement cycle used in other major jurisdictions, then there would be the risk of some loss of reputation. 
<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>
EU market participants could learn lessons from the adoption of T+1 in other jurisdictions, and their adaption to this migration can help facilitate the adoption of T+1 in the EU. We would, however, also note that the adoption of T+1 in the EU will be a more complex undertaking.

<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>
In the short term, this will be an inevitability. But as set out in our answer to Question 23 there would be significant benefits if there were a harmonisation of settlement cycles. 
<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>
We fully support the view that the impact on non-EU investors in EU securities should be fully considered before any decision is taken on moving to T+1.

<ESMA_QUESTION_SETT_27>
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