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Reply Form
to the Consultation Paper on EMIR Article 7d Reporting


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 12 October 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_TCCR_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_TCCR_nameofrespondent. 
	For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the 	following name: ESMA_TCCR_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, responses are sought from clearing members, counterparties accessing recognised third country central counterparties services as clients of clearing members, as well as recognised TC-CCPs. The paper may also be of interest to industry associations representing market participants, as well as to public authorities and other stakeholders with an interest in clearing markets.

General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	ISDA
	Activity
	Stakeholder
	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country / Region
	International


Questions
1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s assessment of data availability under existing reporting frameworks?
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_1>
Executive Summary
ISDA appreciates the opportunity to respond to ESMA’s consultation paper on the reporting framework under EMIR for clearing activity at recognized third-country CCPs. Notably, we welcome ESMA's acknowledgement, in paragraphs 15 and 16 of the Consultation Paper (CP), that its consultation with National Competent Authorities (NCAs) did not identify a supervisory basis for the Article 7d reporting obligation, and that existing reporting was considered by supervisors to already meet their needs. We think it is important to draw out the consequences of that finding before turning to the specific questions raised in the CP. The roll-out of a new reporting regime, with no supervisory benefit, is contrary to the broader ambitions of the EU with respect to simplification and burden reduction (SBR). 
We appreciate that in the report, ESMA considers thoroughly what information is already available under existing reporting requirements. However, where a data gap is identified, the report does not discuss whether the information proposed to be reported is necessary for a defined supervisory purpose that requires ESMA to collect it regardless of the compliance cost involved. We note that Recital 17 of Regulation (EU) 2024/2987 requires that, in specifying the content of Article 7d reporting, ESMA shall “ensure that the obligation does not create additional reporting requirements, unless necessary”. However, in the CP, while ESMA does identify areas where gaps exist, there is no discussion of what is deemed necessary, and paragraph 16's reference to supporting a “broader understanding” of EU exposures does not supply the kind of defined purpose Recital 17 appears to contemplate. We would welcome ESMA identifying, field by field, and asset class by asset class, and for all in-scope products, the specific purpose that satisfies this test for each element of the draft Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) that goes beyond what is already available elsewhere.
A recurring reporting obligation that generates ongoing compliance costs across the industry should be traceable to an identified and clear regulatory objective, such as a specific risk to be monitored or a supervisory decision the data is meant to inform. However, as acknowledged in the report, NCAs consulted by ESMA did not see a supervisory need for this information, and ESMA itself notes that a new reporting line under Article 7d is not needed given transactions data reported under the EMIR Article 9 transaction reporting regime. This questions the proportionality of Article 7d as a standalone obligation and we encourage the co-legislators to consider reforms to the Level 1 text. 
We recognise that ESMA's mandate requires it to produce these technical standards regardless of its own assessment of the merits of the underlying provision, and that ESMA itself has no power to amend or repeal Level 1 text. We note, however, that ESMA has on other occasions used its powers under Regulation (EU) No 1095/2010 to draw the Commission's and co-legislators' attention to concerns about the design of Level 1 requirements. Given that the proportionality concerns raised above stem directly from ESMA's own evidence, gathered through its own NCA consultation, we would encourage ESMA to bring these findings formally to the attention of the Commission through that process, so that the continued existence of Article 7d in its current form can be assessed on its merits, separately from the technical aspects addressed in the remainder of this response.
As a result, there is a valid case for considering the removal of the Article 7d reporting requirement in primary legislation. It would be most helpful if this could be decided and communicated before market participants begin implementation and incur the associated time and operational development costs.
On the proposed requirements, acknowledging that ESMA has sought to minimise duplication with existing reporting, we note that this additional reporting would create significant challenges for firms. The information to be reported, for example in respect of non-EU entities within EU groups, would require a different sourcing and aggregation approach in comparison to existing reporting frameworks. This would put EU groups at a competitive disadvantage. In addition, some of the information that would be required as part of this reporting is not readily available in the form contemplated by ESMA: a client typically knows the margin it has posted to its clearing member, which is not a one-for-one match with the clearing member’s margin at the CCP. Fund managers would also be dependent on data from multiple clearing members across hundreds of funds, likely in different formats and with account references requiring internal mapping.
If, notwithstanding the above considerations, further reporting is nevertheless deemed to be required based on the EMIR Article 7d Level 1 provisions, ESMA should consider narrowing the scope of the reporting, by excluding entities with no derivatives or Securities Financing Transactions (SFT) activity. ESMA should also confirm that  the scope of reportable information (including initial margin) is limited only to activity at CCPs where Union-currency instruments are cleared, only at Tier 1 CCPs and that clearing members report their house activity only. 
On implementation, we ask that the submission deadline for Article 7d reporting should be set, for practical reasons,  at the last business day of March rather than January each year. We also believe that retroactive reporting for calendar years from 2025 onwards is overly burdensome and does not provide additional supervisory value. In addition, we ask that a phased implementation of requirements, starting with clearing members before extending to clients, be adopted.
We also suggest the following simplifications to the reporting requirement:
· a simplified instrument categorisation and a reduced list of asset classes, 
· the option to aggregate and convert non-euro Union currencies, 
· initial margin (IM) to be reported as a year-end point-in-time figure (or, failing that, a quarter-end average) only at Tier 1 CCPs where Union-currency instruments are cleared and where available for the part related to Union-currency instruments, and 
· fully consolidated group reporting (Option A).
Response to Q1
Yes, we agree with ESMA’s assessment of data availability under existing reporting frameworks available to ESMA. We appreciate ESMA’s acknowledgement that existing reporting such as EMIR Article 9, SFTR and annual data requests addressed to the supervisory authorities of Tier 1 CCPs “already provides sufficient information to meet supervisory objectives”. We also agree with ESMA’s conclusion that the information to be reported under Article 7d does not appear to provide supervisory value, and that even EU supervisors consider that a new reporting under Article 7d would result in duplicating reporting requirements.
In light of the above, we would respectfully suggest that the concerns underpinning the Article 7d reporting are already satisfied and no additional requirements should be needed.  If this is not an approach which is deemed consistent with Article 7d as currently drafted,  we suggest that removal of any additional reporting requirements be considered at an appropriate stage, which should be before firms start any implementation with the associated time and operational costs that would be borne across the industry (including for national competent authorities and ESMA), especially for corporate and buyside entities who may not currently fall within the scope of EMIR requirements (including also non-EU entities of EU groups) but who would be newly made subject to these requirements due to the expansion of the product scope anticipated by this reporting requirement. For example, this should be considered as part of any simplification initiative or future revision of EMIR, in light of ESMA’s observations regarding duplication and lack of supervisory value of the reporting.
Currency scope
While only Union currencies are to be taken into account when reporting the average value of positions under fields 6 ("Average Value Cleared") and 7 ("Average Value Cleared Attributable to Non-EU Entities") of Table 2 (in line with the Level 1 text, which expressly limits this requirement to Union currencies), initial margins under Table 3 ("Initial Margin") appear to be reportable at all CCPs, even where there is no transactional activity in Union currencies at such CCPs. This difference in treatment seems counterintuitive. In our view, reporting should always be limited to activity in Union currencies for all information referred to in points (a) to (e). While we acknowledge that the reference to "Union currencies" only appears expressly in point (b), there is nothing to suggest that the legislator intended a different scope for the other categories of information listed under points (a), (c), (d) and (e). In the absence of explicit clarification to the contrary, a consistent interpretation of these provisions should therefore prevail. Hence, we believe that reporting is only required where an in-scope entity has trading activity denominated in a Union currency cleared at the relevant CCP.
Where reporting entities are able to directly identify the portion of Initial Margin attributable to transactions in Union currencies, we consider that only that portion should be reported. However, where such identification is not possible, reporting entities should not be required to develop allocation methodologies for this purpose, and in such cases the total Initial Margin posted to the CCP should be reported.
CCP scope
While Article 7d and the draft RTS refer to activity at any “CCP recognised under Article 25”, we note that ESMA only refers to activity at Tier 1 CCPs in the report. We support the approach referred to in the ESMA report and would welcome clarification through Article 1 of the draft RTS that ESMA only expects reporting under Article 7d in respect of activity at Tier 1 CCPs. This would deliver meaningful simplification, especially considering that ESMA has access to information from Tier 2 CCPs through its direct supervisory powers.  
Counterparty scope
The CP does not include a question on the counterparty scope, but we would like to raise a number of concerns on this issue. We appreciate that under Article 1, ESMA has sought to minimise duplication in reporting by identifying the specific contents of the reporting obligation for different types of reporting entities. This leads to a granular scope definition, with practical questions on what contents should exactly be produced by EU clients (depending also on the clearing member they use: EU, non-EU part of an EU group and non-EU not part of an EU group), EU clearing members, and EU parent undertakings of groups subject to EU consolidated supervision. 
While the CP (per the reporting scope described in paragraph 42 and 61) indicates that EU clients using a non-EU clearing member outside an EU group should report margin only for non-derivatives and non-SFT instruments, Article 1 appears to require reporting of all margin under Article 3. Article 1 should be amended to align with the approach set out in the consultation paper, particularly given that margin data for derivatives and SFTs is already available through EMIR and SFTR reporting. The current RTS drafting is overly broad and would drive duplicative reporting for the majority of entities. If ESMA has identified a specific data need to satisfy regulatory objectives, the RTS should be explicitly narrowed to that scenario rather than applying broadly.
On the “group subject to consolidated supervision” point, we note that this term is not defined, as a result of which the scope of application is unclear. We also note that non-EU entities that are part of EU groups are not subject to EMIR. Including such entities within the scope would introduce a competitive disadvantage and complexity for EU groups, with uncertain benefits.
In addition, entities that do not engage in any derivatives activity should not be subject to the reporting requirement. Such entities might typically be unaware that they fall within the scope of a derivatives regulation.  
We also note that ESMA should not underestimate the effort that will be required to report the information, as currently contemplated. Fund managers, clearing through multiple clearing members, will need to reconcile information on the various data points required from multiple clearing members data across hundreds of funds, likely in different formats and with account references requiring internal mapping.
The consultation does not specify whether a clearing member is required to report only the positions and margins relating to its own activities, or whether positions and margins arising from client clearing activities should also be included. We note that EMIR 3 Article 7d(1) expressly requires that “Clearing members and clients that clear contracts through a CCP recognised under Article 25 shall report such clearing activity…”, such that the obligation attaches to the entity's own clearing activity at a recognised third-country CCP. We would welcome explicit clarification that this effectively means that clearing members are only required to report house activity, to avoid misleading duplication (noting that any clearing by a non-EU CM not part of an EU group would not be captured by this requirement in any event, so a full picture of client clearing by in-scope entities would not be possible via the application of Article 7d reporting to client positions).
Product scope
We suggest that ESMA consider a significantly reduced level of detail for reporting on securities and non-financial instruments, in place of the granular instrument, asset-class and Union-currency breakdown otherwise proposed.
On securities we note that while ESMA explains how clearing information is not available through existing channels, there is no discussion of the supervisory purpose that collecting such information would serve. We would ask ESMA to identify that purpose before including securities in the final RTS, particularly given ESMA's own finding, at paragraphs 15–16, that NCAs did not identify a supervisory need for the Article 7d dataset more broadly. This absence of a stated purpose is compounded by the fact that securities is also the most costly category to report: precisely because MiFIR does not follow the clearing chain, reporting entities would need to build wholly new data-sourcing processes for this category, in contrast to derivatives and SFTs, where reporting can largely be sourced from existing EMIR and SFTR filings. On the underlying risk question, we note that activity on securities at third country CCPs does not lead to lasting risk exposures, and we do not see what supervisory and risk value this information would provide to ESMA. Reporting on activity on securities clearing will become ever less relevant, from a risk perspective, as the markets move towards shorter (T+1) settlement cycles worldwide, potentially even further reduced to T+0 with the advent of tokenization.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_1>

1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s proposal to require annual reporting by the last business day of January, covering the preceding calendar year? If not, please explain your reasoning, including any operational constraints or alternative timelines.
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_2>
ESMA’s proposed approach means that EU entities subject to the reporting requirement would have to compile all the required information within one month (including for EU consolidated groups, some with hundreds of EU and non-EU entities). Given the difficulty to automate the data collection under Article 7d because of the format and scope of the information required, firms will rely on development of new and possibly manual processes to obtain the data. We therefore suggest that the reporting should be submitted on the last business day of March, covering the preceding calendar year, rather than on the last business day of January. This is particularly important given that January is already an intense month in terms of reporting to other EU authorities. For similar reporting, a 3-month submission window is a more common approach.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_2>

1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s proposed transitional application mechanism? In particular, do stakeholders consider that the proposed arrangements provide sufficient time to prepare for the first reporting cycle while ensuring timely availability of the information? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_3>
We do not agree that the first reporting cycle should “include separate reports covering each calendar year for which no report has previously been submitted, starting from calendar year 2025”. Since the ESMA statement in December 2025, ESMA has performed a more detailed analysis and now recognises in paragraph 15 that the reporting does not contain material supervisory value. A straightforward approach would therefore be to require reporting only for the calendar year starting after the entry into force of the RTS and ITS, with no retroactive reporting for previous calendar years. Not requiring retroactive reporting would also reduce the operational complexity for entities within the scope of this requirement, given that the information to be reported will require manual processing and retrieval from various sources, such as third-country CCPs’ portals. In particular, backloading requirements, which require the sourcing of historical data and the building of specific mechanisms for such data, are disproportionately burdensome. In addition, in light of this draft RTS, it is difficult to envisage the first realistic submission occurring before 2028 at the earliest. By that time, the supervisory value of 2025 and 2026 data could be even more limited, while it would be correspondingly more difficult for firms to extract the data from archives.
We would also suggest adopting a phased implementation approach, under which the reporting obligation would initially apply only to clearing members and only subsequently be extended to clients of clearing members:
· Non-EU clients, which are generally smaller entities and not necessarily familiar with EMIR requirements, are subject to the most burdensome reporting obligations. In practice, they should be given more time to prepare than large clearing members;
· EU clients, which are also generally smaller entities, are subject to more extensive requirements than clearing members in certain areas (e.g. margin reporting) and should therefore benefit from additional implementation time.
A further challenge is that the same entity (or different entity within an EU group) may act as a clearing member with certain non-EU CCPs while simultaneously being a client of a clearing member with other non-EU CCPs, increasing the complexity of data collection and reporting processes. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_3>

1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s proposed approach to the categorisation of instruments for the purposes of Article 7d reporting, based on recital 17, the classes of instruments covered by T1-CCP recognition and the corresponding asset classes? If not, would stakeholders prefer the use of the ISO 10962 Classification of Financial Instruments (CFI), or another approach, to identify both the type of instrument and the associated asset class? Please explain your reasoning, including any implications in terms of data availability and reporting burden.
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_4>
In response to Q1, we suggested that ESMA should confirm that the product scope of instruments is limited to those denominated in Union currencies. 
This would streamline the design of fields 2, 3 and 4. 
We would also suggest that ESMA reduces the granularity currently specified in fields 2, 3 and 4. The instrument classification proposed by ESMA is generally not used for accounting or settlement purposes, which are likely to be the primary sources of consolidated data. For example, inflation swaps and interest rate derivatives are often grouped under a single "interest rate" category and are therefore not easily distinguishable. It could also lead to inconsistency of approach across in-scope entities as they would need to determine via internal rules how to categorise each product. In light of this, we would suggest that Table 2 be amended as follows, which, for derivatives, would have the benefit of aligning the product scope with the clearing threshold buckets, at least for derivatives, which reporting entities are already familiar with:  
· To replace fields 2 and 3 with a single field (type of instrument) with two values: Derivatives (DERV) and Securities Financing Transactions (SFTS). This means that reporting entities   should not have to identify which derivatives are OTC or ETDs in accordance with EMIR concepts. If the reporting also encompasses also securities and non-financial instruments, these would come under a third value, Others (OTHE). So, in summary:
· DERV: derivatives, including ETD and OTC
· SFTS: securities financing transactions
· OTHE: others, including securities, spot contracts, crypto-assets (other than derivatives)
· To replace the contents of field 4 with the following:
· For instrument type SFTS: EQUI (equity) and DEBT (debt)
· For instrument type DERV: EQUI (equity), COMM (commodity), INTR (interest rate), CRDT (credit), CURR (currencies) and OTHE (everything else)
· for instrument type OTHE (were the reporting to encompass also securities and non-financial instruments): EQUI (securities) and DEBT (debt) and COMM (non-financial crypto other than derivatives) and CURR (FX spot).
ISDA members emphasise that obtaining the data and generating a completely new report on instrument types where the information is not readily available in other reporting sets is an operationally significant task. The amendments we suggest would simplify the reporting, align with existing data collection, and reduce the number of tables counterparties would have to fill in.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_4>

1. Do stakeholders agree with the proposed methodology for calculating average values cleared over one year, based on aggregate month‑end average positions, with a breakdown by Union currency and asset class? Please explain your views, including any implications for data availability, operational feasibility or reporting burden.
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_5>
We agree with the calculation for Union currency denominated instruments of average values cleared based on the aggregate month-end position. We would suggest allowing for a reporting aggregation across all Union currencies other than the euro, specifying a conversion methodology, especially given that average values cleared in Union currencies other than the euro at third country CCPs will be negligable. In this context, we would recommending alignment with Article 7b practices as much as feasible. It therefore appears sensible to enable reporting entities to aggregate those data points.
We note that ESMA asks in paragraph 81 whether the proposed methodology “can be operationalised using existing systems and datasets, or whether it would require additional aggregation logic, data extraction or reconciliation processes”. ISDA members note that while the scope of the reporting has been tailored to avoid duplication with other reporting obligations, the proposed requirement in the draft RTS would still require additional sourcing and aggregation logic (for example on instrument type and currencies), data extraction and reconciliation processes. In particular, it would require: 
· Mapping EU and non-EU group entities, as well as Union and non-Union currencies into the reporting channel;  
· Extracting and aggregating data from every entity, filtering for the role of each entity (i.e. whether these are clearing members, clients of an EU client member, or a client of a non-EU clearing member), with the added complexity that some entities might fulfil more than one of these roles. Determining whether a non-EU clearing member belongs to an EU group will add a further layer of implementation, and is not a trivial task to complete;
· Mapping of instrument categories, instrument types, and asset classes, which are not currently used for accounting, prudential, trade reporting, or settlement purposes (at least not with the level of granularity required by the consultation);
· Calculating average cleared values based on aggregated month-end positions will also pose an additional challenge, as certain entities may currently only produce data on a quarterly basis.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_5>

1. Do stakeholders agree that, for the purposes of Article 7d(1)(c), initial margin provides a more meaningful and proportionate indicator of exposure to recognised third country CCPs than variation margin, and with the proposal to report margins at a less granular level than average values cleared, in particular by reporting initial margin per CCP recognised under Article 25?
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_6>
We agree that it would not make sense to require reporting of variation margin. We also agree that IM should be reported at the level of each recognised Tier 1 CCP, if products in Union currencies are cleared at that CCP. If not, no reporting for such CCPs should be required.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_6>

1. Do stakeholders also agree with ESMA’s proposal to calculate reported initial margin as the average of month end observations over the reporting year? Alternatively, would either (i) the average of quarter end observations or (ii) the reporting of quarter end observations individually provide a more proportionate and operationally feasible approach?
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_7>
We do not agree with the proposal to report IM as the average of month-end observations over the reporting year. A simpler approach, which would significantly reduce complexity for entities, would be to only require reporting of point-in-time IM data at the end of the calendar year. If this is not acceptable, we would favour the average of quarter-end observations to align with existing capital reporting. We also add that ESMA could obtain this information directly from Tier 1 CCPs at the clearing member level.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_7>

1. To what extent is it operationally feasible to obtain, provide and report initial margin information for the purposes of Article 7d reporting? ESMA would particularly welcome views from reporting entities, clearing members and other stakeholders involved in the reporting chain on the level of aggregation at which such information is available, the effort required to extract such information, and any associated implementation costs or operational burden.
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_8>
First, we would suggest confirming that reporting on IM only applies where an in-scope entity actually clears a Union currency denominated instrument at that CCP. When the fraction of IM attributable to such transactions is easy to identify, then it is that fraction that should be reported.
Second, on the effort required to extract such information: 
CCP web portals, from which IM reports will likely need to be retrieved, generally retain reports only for a limited period. As a result, entities, particularly smaller ones, may face difficulties in retrieving the required data unless they already have internal archiving systems in place. A solution could be to require reporting of IM at a specific point in time (e.g. 31 December).
Clients of non-EU clearing members, which are likely to represent the main use case for non-EU CCPs, may face difficulties obtaining assistance from their clearing members in collecting the required information, given that such non-EU clearing members are generally not subject to EMIR obligations.
A one-month deadline to produce the report does not appear realistic, particularly for groups required to prepare a fully consolidated report and collect data from group entities that are currently outside the scope of EMIR. As noted in our response to question 2, reporting by the end of March would appear more realistic and preferred by firms.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_8>

1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s proposal to adopt Option B (distinguishing between EU and non‑EU entities within a group) as the baseline level of granularity for consolidated reporting under Article 7d(1)(b)? If not, which of the alternative options (Option A — fully consolidated reporting, or Option C — full entity‑level breakdown) would stakeholders prefer, and for what reasons?
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_9>
ISDA supports an approach based on Option A. 
First, we would like to emphasise that including non-EU entities of EU groups within the scope of this reporting puts EU groups at a competitive disadvantage, for uncertain benefits.
Second, on the preferred approach to reporting information, we would suggest adopting a fully consolidated reporting, as it would also align with the approach followed under Article 7b reporting. Such an approach would also be in line with Recital 17 of EMIR 3.  
However, it is important to note that regardless of the option adopted, sourcing and extracting such information is a complex and costly exercise.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_9>

1. What are the operational implications and implementation costs of Options A, B and C, including data availability and any additional allocation or aggregation logic required?
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_10>
The answer will largely depend on each institution's operating model, but ISDA members would generally expect Option B (distinguishing between EU and non-EU entities within a group) to be the most costly, as it would clearly require additional efforts to segregate data.
Option C (full reporting at individual entity level) could be very operationally complex for EU entities subject to consolidated supervision: for global firms, the consolidation perimeter may include a very large number of entities, many of which would not clear, but some might act as clearing members, or clients of other clearing members within the group or outside of the group. Some entities may also only occasionally clear securities, such that any amount reported would be negligible (especially considering the currency scope). For these reasons, Option A (fully consolidated reporting) may be preferable.
Even with fully consolidated reporting, data availability is likely to be the main challenge. The instrument categorisation proposed by ESMA would add a further layer of complexity, particularly for non-EU entities that are less, or not, familiar with EMIR requirements, which is why we encourage ESMA to adopt a simpler categorisation approach, as suggested in our response to Question 4.

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_10>

1. Do stakeholders agree with ESMA’s proposal to require reporting under Article 7d in CSV format? If not, do stakeholders consider that another format would be more appropriate? Please explain your reasoning, including any implications in terms of operational feasibility, implementation costs or data processing. In addition, ESMA would welcome evidence on whether the proposed CSV format would materially reduce implementation complexity relative to alternative formats, including from the perspective of smaller reporting entities.
<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_11>
We do not believe there is a format more appropriate than CSV. However, ESMA should publish the reporting template with sufficient detail (with information on separators, format number, dates) and well in advance of the reporting deadline, unlike the process which was followed for Article 7b reporting, especially given that reporting under Article 7d is more complex. 
ESMA should also take into account the fact that late changes to an already published template, as occurred with Article 7b reporting, may be impossible to implement within the prescribed timelines.
An XML-based solution would appear clearly disproportionate in terms of complexity.
Additional comments:
1. Table 1 – Field 2 (Submission Date): Ideally, this field should be pre-populated with the date 31/01/YYYY rather than requiring the actual submission date, particularly if the report is submitted in CSV format. This would be consistent with the approach adopted for Article 7b reporting.
2. Table 3 – Field 2 (Initial Margin) and Field 3 (Initial Margin Attributable to Non-EU Entities): ESMA proposes a format allowing values with up to five decimal places. Initial margin amounts do not generally include more than two decimal places. The same observation could apply to Table 2, Field 6 ("Average Value Cleared") and Field 7 ("Average Value Cleared Attributable to Non-EU Entities").

<ESMA_QUESTION_TCCR_11>



14
image1.jpg




image2.jpeg




image2.png
* ESMA

European Securities and Markets Authority





