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Reply Form
Consultation Paper on Amendments to the Guidelines on standardised procedures and messaging protocols used between investment firms and their professional clients under Article 6(2) of CSDR. 


Responding to this Consultation Paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this Consultation 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 7 July 2026. 
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_GLAC_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_ GLAC_nameofrespondent. 
	For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the 	following name: ESMA_CP1_ GLAC_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?
This consultation paper is primarily addressed to investment firms, credit institutions, their professional clients, central securities depositories (CSDs) and CSD participants.


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	NORD/LB – Norddeutsche Landesbank - Girozentrale
	Activity
	Investment firm
	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country / Region
	Germany


Questions
1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_1>
We broadly agree with the proposed amendment and support the objective of increasing settlement efficiency through standardised electronic communication and improved documentation of arrangements between investment firms and professional clients.
However, we believe the industry currently lacks sufficient clarity regarding the specific messaging standards and implementation approaches that will ultimately emerge as market practice. While the regulatory direction is clear, market participants have not yet converged on a common solution, particularly regarding the use of ISO 20022 messages versus existing ISO 15022 message types and other electronic communication channels.
Given the ongoing T+1 preparations, institutions require greater certainty and a realistic implementation timeline before such requirements become effective.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_1>

1. In particular, do you see any alternative/additional ways to reduce the administrative burden created by documenting the arrangements between investment firms and professional clients?
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_2>
To further reduce the administrative burden, ESMA could consider:
· Recognising existing contractual frameworks and allowing implementation through bilateral addenda or operational procedures.
· Allowing a phased implementation approach depending on transaction volumes and institution size.
· Providing standard industry templates and minimum data standards.
· Clarifying that operational agreements documented outside the legal framework agreement may satisfy the requirements.
This would be particularly beneficial for smaller institutions and regional banking groups that need to coordinate implementation across multiple counterparties and service providers.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_2>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_3>
We support the objective of promoting electronic and machine-readable communications for allocations and confirmations.
However, it remains unclear which messaging standards will become the market standard. Today, different communication methods coexist across market segments and products.
For example:
· Bond markets continue to use ISO 15022 messages extensively.
· For repo and securities lending transactions, there is currently no universally adopted market standard across all participants.
· Adoption of ISO 20022 messaging for allocations and confirmations is still at an early stage in several parts of the market.
Therefore, ESMA should maintain flexibility regarding the technical implementation and avoid creating de facto requirements for a specific messaging standard before market practice has matured.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_3>

1. Should interfaces designed for human interaction i.e. GUIs, be considered appropriate for communication between investment firms and their professional clients? Please explain your reasoning.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_4>
Yes.
GUIs should remain an acceptable communication channel, provided that the underlying data can be generated, exported, transmitted or processed in a structured machine-readable format.
Many market participants currently rely on vendor platforms and workflow tools that use graphical interfaces while still supporting automated downstream processing.
Particularly during the transition towards T+1, GUIs can provide an important migration path for firms that are not yet able to support fully automated message exchanges.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_4>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>
We agree with the proposed amendment.
The flexibility to combine confirmations and allocations or to rely on existing settlement information where appropriate is operationally efficient and supports automation.
However, ESMA should ensure that the requirements remain technology-neutral and do not unintentionally exclude established workflows that currently function effectively across certain product classes, especially in bond, repo and securities lending markets.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_5>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>
We agree with the proposal.
The consequences of late allocations or confirmations are highly dependent on the underlying business relationship, transaction type and operational model. Therefore, these aspects should continue to be agreed bilaterally between contracting parties rather than being prescribed in detail by regulation.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_6>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>
We agree.
It is important to maintain contingency arrangements during temporary technical outages or service disruptions.
In practice, fallback communication channels such as email, phone calls on recorded lines or alternative platforms remain critical components of business continuity arrangements.
ESMA should clarify that temporary fallback procedures can be activated without creating unnecessary documentation or approval burdens during operational incidents.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_7>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>
We support the objective of increasing standardisation and interoperability.
However, the market has not yet converged on a single international messaging standard for allocations and confirmations across all asset classes and market segments.
Particular challenges remain in:
· Fixed income markets;
· Repo transactions;
· Securities lending transactions;
· Smaller and regional financial institutions.
ESMA should therefore provide additional guidance regarding acceptable standards and facilitate industry convergence before mandatory implementation.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_8>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendment? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_9>
We understand the rationale behind the proposal.
Nevertheless, we believe that removing optionality at this stage may be premature, given that the market has not yet converged on a common messaging standard.
While larger institutions may be able to transition towards ISO 20022-based communication more rapidly, many counterparties still rely on ISO 15022-based messaging, proprietary formats or platform-based solutions.
A transitional coexistence period would therefore be beneficial and would reduce implementation risks.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_9>

1. Do you agree with the proposed date of application of the Guidelines? If not, please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_10>
We do not fully agree with the proposed application date.
While we support the overall objectives of the revised guidelines and the transition towards T+1, the proposed implementation date of 7 December 2026 appears highly ambitious.
The industry is currently still assessing:
· Appropriate messaging standards;
· ISO 20022 versus ISO 15022 usage scenarios;
· Product-specific requirements for bonds, repo and securities lending transactions;
· Required system upgrades and counterparty onboarding.

<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_10>

1. Do you agree with the envisaged costs and benefits as identified in Annex III (section 11.3) of this CP? Do you envisage any additional costs and benefits associated with ESMA’s proposals in this CP? Please elaborate.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_11>
We agree that the proposed measures can improve settlement efficiency, automation and support the transition to T+1.
However, we believe implementation costs may be higher than anticipated, particularly due to:
•	system and connectivity upgrades;
•	counterparty onboarding and testing;
•	adaptations to legacy infrastructures;
•	uncertainty regarding future market standards (e.g. ISO 20022 vs. ISO 15022)
This is especially relevant for smaller institutions and regional banking groups. While the long-term benefits are clear, the short-term implementation effort should not be underestimated.
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_11>

1. Beyond the proposals set out in this CP, are there any additional measures you would recommend to further simplify processes and reduce administrative burdens?
<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_12>
Yes. We recommend the following additional measures to reduce implementation burden:
· Provide further guidance on acceptable messaging standards and implementation approaches.
· Allow a phased transition period and coexistence of different standards during market adoption.
· Promote industry-wide templates for allocations, confirmations and SSI exchanges.
· Recognise existing market infrastructures and matching platforms where they support structured electronic communication.
· Apply proportionality for smaller institutions and lower-volume market participants.
Given that no clear market standard has yet emerged, particularly for bonds, repo and securities lending transactions, additional implementation guidance and transition flexibility would significantly support industry readiness.
In addition, further clarification regarding the scope of the products covered by the proposed requirements would be highly beneficial.
In particular, it would be helpful to clarify whether the obligation to use structured, machine-readable communication formats explicitly applies to repo and securities lending transactions.
Furthermore, clarification is needed regarding the scope of the confirmation requirements under CSDR. Specifically, it would be useful to confirm whether these requirements apply irrespective of the venue of execution, i.e. both to transactions executed on trading venues and to OTC transactions.
Greater clarity on the product and transaction scope would support consistent implementation across market participants and help avoid divergent interpretations of the requirements.

<ESMA_QUESTION_GLAC_12>
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