London Stock Exchange Group (LSEG) response to consultation paper on Guidelines on the submission of periodic information to ESMA by Benchmark Administrators, Credit Rating Agencies and Market Transparency Infrastructures 

About LSEG 

LSEG is a leading global financial markets infrastructure and data provider, trusted to deliver excellence by customers, partners and markets around the world. Our divisions offer customers seamless access to global financial markets, across the trading lifecycle.

LSEG’s Markets Division combines the Group’s trading and clearing businesses – the London Stock Exchange, Turquoise, LSEG FX, Tradeweb and LCH Group – with its risk management, capital optimisation, collateral management, and regulatory reporting capabilities.

We help customers across the trade life cycle, ensuring compliance and efficiency in clearing and reporting obligations, while granting access to diverse liquidity pools across various asset classes, fostering growth for customers, communities, and economies worldwide.

In the EU, LSEG operates several regulated businesses including Turquoise Global Holdings Europe B.V. (TGHE or Turquoise Europe™), a pan-European multilateral trading facility (MTF) offering trading in shares, depository receipts, ETFs, ETCs, and European rights issues (excluding UK and Swiss securities) across 17 European countries. Turquoise Europe is authorised and regulated by the Autoriteit Financiële Markten (AFM) of the Netherlands as an investment firm based in the Netherlands.

LSEG also operates TRADEcho. TRADEcho is the suite of MiFID II reporting services hosted and operated by the London Stock Exchange. As well as providing on exchange off-book trade reporting, it is approved as an arranged publication arrangement (APA) in the EU and UK, providing OTC and SI trade reporting in all MiFID II securities, regardless of the asset class.


This response contains the views of LSEG Post Trade Regulatory Reporting which qualifies as a Trade Repository and DRSP for the purposes of this consultation paper. FTSE Russell has expressed its views through the Index Industry Association (IIA).


LSEG welcomes ESMA’s efforts to eliminate duplication and over-reporting through the proposals in the consultation paper. We understand that reporting templates will be published in the future. We kindly invite ESMA to provide such templates as soon as possible to allow enough time for the industry to prepare for the implementation of the proposed changes. It would also provide an additional and further opportunity to raise any questions and discuss the implementation of these changes with ESMA ahead of the implementation date.  



Q1: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the board and internal governance documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q2: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the internal controls documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q3: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the information technology and security documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes. LSEG welcomes ESMA’s proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the information technology and security documents. 

However, we would recommend that ESMA delays the requirement to provide the ICT Risk Management Framework report on an annual basis to 31 March, instead of 31 January. This would help to increase synergies in terms of efforts on producing other operational resilience related documents (such as the Operational Resilience Annual Attestation, encompassing the DORA strategy appraisal).

The scope of the report would therefore be comprehensive and cover elements including major changes and ICT test results related to the previous year.  

In addition, in terms of governance, the current Operational Resilience Annual Attestation and future ICT Risk Management Report need to go through internal reviews, including Board approval, as per DORA requirements. The proposed deadline in the consultation paper of 31 January would not allow sufficient time for this process following the end of the calendar year. 

Last, we would like to ask ESMA to clarify what are the expectations on some of the items that get translated on DORA requirements. Specifically, we refer to the Book of Work that will be replaced by the ICT Risk Profile as per table on page 30.

Q4: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the audited financial statement documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q5: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the BMAs periodic information documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q6: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the CRAs periodic information documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q7: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the DRSPs periodic information documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q8: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the SRs periodic information documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q9: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the content and the frequency of the reporting of the TRs periodic information documents? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.

Yes.

Q10: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the material changes to the conditions for initial registration? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.

No comments.

 Q11: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the cross-sectoral notifications not related to the material changes to the conditions for initial registration? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q12: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the BMAs ad-hoc notifications? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the CRAs adhoc notifications? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q14: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the DRSPs ad-hoc notifications? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

Yes.

Q15: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the SRs ad-hoc notifications? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response. 

No comments. This does not apply to our business.

Q16: Do you agree with the proposed approach regarding the reporting of the TRs ad-hoc notifications? Please elaborate on the reasons for your response.

Yes, however, we would propose that ESMA changes its approach for some types of notifications. In relation to the notification of a portability request becoming an ad hoc reporting requirement, we would like to ask for clarification on the following points:

a) It is not clear what would trigger the reporting requirement, in particular whether it would be the receipt of the request from a client, or the actual porting request being completed.

This is an important topic to clarify as the porting process is a three-way-agreement between the client, the old TR and the new TR, and usually involves ongoing discussions (e.g. during the process, a given client could modify the request in terms of LEIs to be ported in/out or other specifics that alter the length of the porting process).

b) We would like to clarify what ‘only if relevant’ on the table at page 31 of the consultation paper means in the context of providing such notification as an ad hoc requirement. We believe this expression contradicts the ‘as soon as possible’ expression used on Item 51 at page 63.

The proposal to transform it to an ad hoc requirement would expose the TR to additional operational burden during peak periods given that such requests are out of the TR’s control. While we understand the intention of the regulator to monitor more closely the portability requests, we propose to keep such notification at a regular frequency and increase the frequency from annual to quarterly, to allow better planning possibilities for TRs.

----




Page 2 of 2

