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Combating tax evasion – The next big wave in 
regulatory regimes globally 
Recently, two large scale tax amnesty campaigns have been 
held: one in India in 2016 and another in Indonesia that end-
ed in March 2017. During the Indonesian campaign, more than 
S$8.8 billion was repatriated from Singapore alone. Both of-
fered a window for taxpayers to declare previously undeclared 
wealth and pay a special tax, in return obtaining freedom from 
prosecution over their unmet tax liability. These offers were at-
tractive in particular because of the increase in exchange of tax 
information between jurisdictions, under regulations such as 
FATCA and CRS (Common Reporting Standard).

CRS, the OECD version of FATCA (US), or CDOT (UK), is a cross-ju-
risdictional regulation that aims to standardize the exchange 
of client tax information globally. It was first endorsed by the 
OECD in 2014. As of May 2017, over 60 jurisdictions have al-
ready committed to CRS, and have activated more than 1800 
bilateral exchange relationships, most of which are based on 

the Multilateral Competent Authority Agreement (MCAA). The 
scale of CRS is unprecedented and reporting of tax information 
is scheduled to start for most Asian jurisdictions in 2017 or 2018. 
For financial institutions which have not done so, it is impera-
tive to design and implement a solid reporting model that can 
handle the scope and complexity of the regulation.

Reporting solution readiness  — A necessity for 
FIs in Asia
For jurisdictions in the early adopter group such as France and 
Germany, FIs conducted their first cycle of reporting in May 2017. 
Singapore and Hong Kong, the two major Asian financial hubs, 
are not in the early adopter group and are due to start reporting in 
2018. On top of three signed CAA (with UK, Japan and Korea), Hong 
Kong has identified 74 prospective partners to sign CAAs with by 
end of 2017. Similarly, Singapore has signed CAAs  with 22 jurisdic-
tions, for which the first report submissions are due in May 2018.

Although reporting is not scheduled to start until 2018, FIs in 

CRS Target Reporting Model: One Size Does Not 
Fit All 

1 Tax amnesty: Indonesians repatriate $8.8b from Singapore, Straits Times, March 31, 2017

2 Activated Exchange Relationships for CRS Information

3 Automatic Exchange – International Framework for the CRS; The MCAA is «a multilateral framework agreement, with the subsequent bilateral exchanges coming 

into effect between those signatories that file the subsequent notifications under Section 7 of the CRS MCAA». Such a notification is filed by a jurisdiction once 

certain conditions are met. In summary, the notification is filed when the jurisdiction is ready (in terms of legislation, standards, etc.) to participate in the automated 

exchange of information between «intended partners under the MCAA»

4 Hong Kong private banks must «rapidly expand» AEOI compliance approach, Asian Private Banker, as of 1 May 2017

5 Automatic Exchange - Common Reporting Standards (CRS); A CAA is the bilateral equivalent of the MCAA; see 3

1  The evolution of global regulatory tax reporting

2016 2017 2018 2019 & Beyond

  Court of jurisdictions with 
FATCA agreements in force 
increases to 75 ( )

  CRS documentation and 
onboarding for early 
adopters

  Court of jurisdictions with 
FATCA agreements in force 
set to increase over 77 

 ( , ) with 16 jurisdictions 
pending enforcement

  CRS reporting starts for 50 
jurisdictions ( , ) primarily 
in Europe

  Court of jurisdictions 
with FATCA agreements 
expected to increase 
further ( , )

  CRS spreads to Asia. 
Reporting has started, or 
starts for 100 jurisdictions 
( , )

  The number of jurisdictions 
committing to FATCA and 
CRS is expected to increase 
further

Legend:
   FACTA in force or in effect
   Committed to exchanging 

information under CRS
   Both of the above
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Singapore and Hong Kong are already feeling the pressure as com-
pliance with CRS requires both operational re-engineering and 
technological transformation. On the operational side, client on-
boarding processes need to be revised while ensuring that pre-ex-
isting client remediation happens with minimum friction to client 
experience. Furthermore, changes are necessary for core banking 
platforms and CRM systems to capture client tax information in a 
structured manner. Having said this, FIs with limited resources are 
least prepared for such widespread, organizational change.

The three unique challenges presented by CRS
The diagram below (  3) summarizes the three key pain points for 
CRS reporting (i.e. high volumes, technical complexity, and dynam-
ic regulations) and highlights their implications. The difficulty with 
the high volume of reporting data is that it may require widespread 
data enrichment or cleansing exercises, which in turn increase 
the risk of erroneous reporting. The freedom offered by the OECD 
poses a further challenge, because it allows the participating juris-
dictions to choose local reporting formats. This adds to the organi-
zational and technical complexity that FIs will need to cope with. 
Therefore, CRS reporting volumes coupled with the bilateral and 
multilateral agreement complexities, regulatory amendments and 
reporting timelines pose major challenges for FIs in designing their 
target reporting models.

Choosing the right reporting model is the key 
Considering the unique challenges, aggressive timelines and the 
high likelihood of regulatory changes in the near future, it is clear 
that an effective and flexible target reporting model for CRS is crit-

ical. Before defining a future target model, FIs need to analyse and 
fully understand the key reporting steps  (  4).

The key reporting steps are common and need to be performed 
by each FI. However, the implementation of the reporting process 
can be done in various ways, especially for FIs with an international 
presence. At a high level, effective reporting models can be catego-
rized in three groups: the local model, the regional model, and the 
central model. Each has its own advantages and disadvantages. 
The diagram below (  4) illustrates the ways in which the different 
models implement the key reporting steps. 

All three reporting models (  5) are widely used by FIs for FATCA 
reporting, and each can potentially be applied to address CRS re-
porting. The diagram (  5) presents the drivers that motivate an FI 
to choose a particular model, as well as the implications in terms of 
scalability, flexibility, and reporting consistency. The solution con-
sideration section describes two approaches from business and 
technical aspects an FI may take to mitigate the weaknesses of the 
chosen model.

The three main drivers relate to the current situation of the FI are: 
technological infrastructure, business and organizational setup, 
and implementation constraints such as timeline, resources and 
cost. For example, a local model is likely to be a more suitable op-
tion for an FI with a fragmented IT infrastructure, no global tax ex-
pertise or reporting processes, and tight implementation timelines. 

The implications of each model are evaluated according to three 

6 FATCA and CRS: How ready are you?, Thomson Reuters

Looking from the perspective of system readiness, based on a 
survey conducted by Thomson Reuters, less than 40% of the sur-
vey participants have a software solution which will be enhanced 
for CRS reporting. This means that the majority of respondents do 
not currently have a CRS solution in place. While 11% of the partic-
ipants intend to outsource their reporting, the other 32% have a 

manual workaround in place which is not the ideal solution owing 
to the CRS reporting complexity and high volumes. FIs are still 
in the progress of developing solutions and designing an overall 
target reporting model for CRS. The current state of operational 
readiness of FIs coupled with the CRS reporting challenges calls 
for immediate actions to implement these changes.

2  Thomson Reuters’ survey results of the CRS reporting readiness

No, we will 
outsource CRS

11%
38%

19%

32%

Yes, but only 
for FATCA

No, we have a 
manual workaround

Yes, covering FATCA 
and CRS
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5  key reporting steps for CRS

3  The challenges and impacts of CRS reporting

7 UK: Revised AEOI submission schema, V2.0

8 BRS for the Automatic Exchange of Information (AEOI) version 2.0

Data Sourcing and Gathering

  Gather account information (TIN, Tax domiciles, Name, address, Date of Birth etc)
  Periodically track the data collection process
  Identify and track Change in Circumstance (CiC) systemically

Data Validation and Enrichment

  Validate the data (by reporting status, by reporting jurisdictions, by group of indicia)
  Handle exceptional cases (clients without submitting SC form, undocumented accounts etc)
  Check CiC tracking status

Report Generation and Submission

  Reporting engine to aggregate the data and generate the XML file report for each branch
  Reconcile the XML files with the system data, sample check of reporting data in XML file
  File submission

Post Submission Governance

  Archive the submitted file and track the version
  Respond to enquiries raised by regulators and correct the files in case of errors
  Monitor changes in regulations and assess their impact
  Review any pain points and enhance the submission process

Data Preparation

  Apply business rules to calculate each client's reporting status and reporting jurisdictions
  Calculate the gross incomes, payments, proceeds and other incomes

For Global FIs, the number of countries to 
report to may well exceed 100

With over 1800 bilateral agreements, CRS 
affects virtually all accounts fo FIs

Increased risk of incorrect reporting 
Enormous amounts of data to be sourced 
across multiple systems

Massive data enrichment exercises 
Validation exercises need to be performed 
across multiple teams and stakeholders

Participating jurisdictions are free to agree 
on a local, propreitary format to piggyback 
on existing infrastructure

UK7 and South Africa8 are examples where 
regulators have deviated from OECD 
schema

Dedicated reporting teams required 
Local personnel need to ensure timely 
adaptation to local regulations

Multi-portal reporting submissions 
Proprietary submission portal needed 
for jurisdictions with local requirements 
leading to higher submission efforts

Complex network of regulations and 
agreements need to be constantly 
monitored and implemented timely

CRS may see amendments in the mid-term 
future and designing a solution felxible 
enough to adapt is a challenge

Varied subject matter expert coalition 
Challenging to form a strong core team 
comprising tax, onboarding, technology

User awareness and communications 
Constant communication updates 
and training sessions for compliance 
awareness can be a hassle
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criteria: scalability, flexibility, and global reporting consistency. 
These are particularly relevant for CRS reporting due to its scale and 
dynamic regulations. For FIs with international presence, branches 
which are currently not affected by CRS regulations may need to be 
compliant in the future. Hence, the CRS reporting model needs to 
be scalable enough to be rolled out to other branches. 

Furthermore, CRS regulations are subject to irregular and sudden 
changes. These can affect jurisdictions globally when changes  im-
posed by the OECD, or locally when changes imposed by a partic-
ular local regulator. Reporting models therefore need to be flexible 
enough to be able to adapt to either kind of change. 

Lastly, the reporting model needs to ensure global consistency of 
reporting, since an FI operating internationally carries one name.  

The local model
The evaluation of a local model shows that the main drivers are 
a local technological infrastructure and organizational structure. 
Having a locally defined technological infrastructure means that 
development and maintenance of applications is done locally, 
with often very different CRM systems and reporting systems in 
use at each branch. In this kind of application landscape, client 
data is sourced in each branch and captured in individual systems. 
Similarly, locally organized tax advisory teams and regulatory re-
porting processes can drive the selection of a CRS reporting model 
towards the local model. 

From an implementation perspective, the local reporting model is 
advantageous in that it requires a shorter timeline. It needs fewer 
resources, costs less and hence has the lowest implementation 
complexity of the three models. However, the implications of this 
model are a low scalability and flexibility in adapting to global re-
quirement changes. It also has a high chance of global reporting 
inconsistency. To compensate for these weaknesses, FIs should 
target to align and monitor the various implementations globally. 
Imposing global implementation standards through a global tax 
office is recommended in this regard. Synpulse’s past experience 
shows that the local target reporting model is mostly chosen by FIs 
whose branches operate relatively independently in markets in var-
ious parts of the world.

The central model
The weaker aspects of the local model are those where a central 
model is strongest. It is highly scalable to other locations, flexible in 
adapting to global regulation requirement changes, and can main-
tain a high level of global reporting consistency. The main goal of 
FIs, a high level of compliance globally, can thus be achieved.

The main selection drivers for this model are a global infrastructure 
setup and a global reporting process. Client data can be sourced in 
each branch separately, but is to be stored and controlled centrally. 
A global tax advisory team is also of key importance for this model 
to work. The implementation timeline for the central model is the 
longest, consumes the most resources, and has the highest cost of 
the three models. To address these points, FIs are strongly recom-
mended to start project planning early and accurately. Leveraging 
a third party automated reporting solution is critical to reduce im-
plementation complexity and save cost. Such automated solutions 
should be able to automatically draw data from source systems, 
comb them, present them in the appropriate formats, and deliver 
the reports to specific places at specific times. They can help to in-
crease the operational efficiency and reduce human errors. For the 
other two models, automated reporting solutions are useful, but 
may not be of critical importance. 

The central reporting model is primarily recommended for FIs with 
a strong presence in one jurisdiction and a few branches in other 
regions.

The regional model
The regional model is a hybrid, between the local and central mod-
el. It is suitable for FIs concentrating their activities in only one or 
two regions (e.g. APAC, EU).

A regional IT setup in this context is characterized by sharing CRM 
systems and reporting systems by branches within each region. 
Client data can be sourced locally but would be stored and pro-
cessed at a regional level. For this model to be effective, organiza-
tional requirements include the presence of a regional reporting 
process and expertise. 

In terms of implementation timeline and cost, the regional model 
is more expensive and takes longer to implement than the local 
model. It requires regional alignments of people, processes, and 
technology. The main advantage is that it is easily scalable to other 
branches in the same region. Furthermore, the chance of global re-
porting inconsistency is much lower than the local model. 
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5  Three reporting models

Reporting
Model

Description

Technological
Infrastructure

Scalability

Flexibility

Global Reporting 
Inconsistency

Business and 
Organisation 

Setup

Timeline, 
Resources and 

Costs

Business

Technical

Selection Drivers

Implications

Solution Considerations

Local Regional Central

UK

CH
JP

SG

AU

IT

UK

CH
JP

SG

AU

IT

UK

CH
JP

SG

AU

IT

Each branch performs the entire 
reporting process independently

No dependency and no collaboration 
between branches

Reporting implementation projects are 
run independently

Application landscape is set up locally. Each 
branch has a different core banking system.

Low to scale up to other locations due to the 
localized approach. 

Implementation is driven locally. A global 
tax advisory office should be set up to 
monitor and interpret regulations, and 
advise individual branches thereon, in order 
to ensure consistency between branches.

Focus on reporting consistency and the 
cross-leveraging of solutions among 
branches. Solutions addressing the 
common component of CRS applicable to 
all branches may be re-used and locally 
customized.

Highly flexible in adapting to changes in 
local regulations. Low flexibility in adapting 
to global regulatory changes, applicable to 
all branches.

High chance of global reporting 
inconsistency and related reporting errors.  

Existing reporting process only involves 
local teams. Local tax expertise exist.

Timeline to meet regulatory requirement 
is short with limited resources and tight 
budgets.

Application landscape is set up regionally.
A common core banking system is shared 
among branches.

Highly scalability to other locations within 
the same region. Low scalability to locations 
in different regions.

Implementation is driven regionally. A global 
tax advisory office should be set up for 
the same purposes as in the local model: 
to ensure consistency between regional 
offices.

The optimal solution for the regional model 
lies between those for the local and central 
models in terms of flexibility and regulatory 
scope coverage.

Low flexibility in adapting to changes in local 
regulations. Medium flexibility in adapting to 
global regulatory changes.

Low to medium chance of global reporting 
inconsistency and related reporting errors.

Existing reporting process involves a 
regional team. Local and regional tax 
expertise exist.

FIs has some time to meet regulatory 
timeline. Some resources are secured with 
fixed budgets.

Application landscape is set up globally.
Most of the data are captured and controlled 
centrally.

Highly scalable to other locations.

The global tax office should drive the 
implementation and coordinate the 
solution's adoption across branches, 
while individual branches play a primarily 
consultative role.

Leverage an automated reporting solution 
to handle reporting volumes. Focus on 
coverage of the full set of regulations 
applicable to the FI's branches, while 
ensuring sufficient flexibility to cope with 
frequent changes to regulations.

Low flexibility in adapting to changes in local 
regulations. Highly flexible in adapting to 
global regulatory changes.

Very low chance of global reporting 
inconsistency and reporting errors.

Existing regulatory reporting is performed 
centrally. Global tax office exists.

FIs have sufficient time to meet regulatory 
timeline. Major resources are secured with 
flexible budgets.

Branches located in the same region, 
e.g. Asia Pacific, perform the data 
preparation, report generation, and post-
submission governance steps regionally 
in one branch such as SG

The data sourcing and validation remains  
the individual responsibility of each 
branch

Only the data sourcing will be performed 
by each branch independently

A global centralized reporting tool is used 
to handle the data preparation, validation 
and reporting submission, track the 
reporting status and handle the post-
submission governance
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Conclusion
In an ever-evolving global regulatory landscape, CRS poses major 
challenges to FIs. The volumes involved, technical complexities, 
and dynamic regulations, make it exceptionally difficult to define a 
reporting model capable of meeting the regulatory reporting goals: 

Achieve compliance globally

Uphold client experience by minimizing adverse regulatory 
impact

Develop reporting processes that are cost effective, flexible 
and sustainable

Before opting for a reporting model, it is important that an FI con-
siders its current IT infrastructure, business and/or organizational 
setup. The feasibility of implementing any type of reporting model 
must be evaluated against these factors. It is important to stress 
that the choice and definition of an optimal target reporting mod-
el are to be made for each FI individually. 

With 20 years of work in the regulatory and compliance field across 
three continents, Synpulse has helped FIs with a global presence 
to define and implement target reporting models. In fact, no 
single model fit all the FIs’ needs: even FIs running very similar op-
erations within the same region have chosen different reporting 
models. Instances of all three models (local, regional, and global) 
have been successfully implemented for different clients.

With the start date of reporting under CRS fast approaching, FIs 
need to urgently but carefully assess which reporting model to 
opt for.

Besides the authors, the following individual also contributed to 
this article: Tim van der Beek (Senior Consultant).


