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Reply form 		for the Call for Evidence on a Comprehensive Approach for the Simplification of Financial Transaction Reporting




Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this call for evidence and in particular on the specific questions. 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 19th September 2025.  
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Call for Evidence, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
Insert your responses to the questions in the Call for Evidence in the present response form. 
Use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION _CASR_1>. 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 response, name your response form according to the following convention: ESMA_CASR_nameofrespondent_RESPONSEFORM. For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the response form would be entitled ESMA_CASR_ABCD_RESPONSEFORM.
Upload the form containing your responses, in Word format, to ESMA’s website (www.esma.europa.eu under the heading “Your input – Open Consultations” ->  Call for evidence on a comprehensive approach for the simplification of financial transaction reporting”). 
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 Legal Notice.
Who should read this paper
This paper is primarily addressed to all financial market participants and in particular reporting entities and market infrastructures, as well as to trade associations and other stakeholders involved in financial regulation, investor education, and retail investment market developments.  It seeks input on major cost drivers linked to derivative regulatory reporting and the identification of possibilities on integration, streamlining and simplification. 
The paper is also relevant to competent authorities, with competences in the context of MiFIR, EMIR, SFTR regulation. 
[bookmark: _Toc515564428]


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	The Alternative Investment Management Association (AIMA)
	Activity
	Investment Services

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	International



Questions


Do stakeholders agree with the description of the key challenges outlined above? Is there any other issue linked to multiple regulatory regimes with duplicative or inconsistent requirements that is not reflected in this section? Out of the 10 sources of costs identified in this section and the ones that you may add, what are the three main cost drivers in your view?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_1>
The Alternative Investment Management Association (AIMA)[footnoteRef:2] appreciates the opportunity to respond to the European Securities and Markets Authority’s (ESMA) call for evidence[footnoteRef:3] on a comprehensive approach for the simplification of transaction reporting. AIMA supports the European Commission’s ambition to reduce the reporting burden by 25% and welcomes ESMA’s initiatives to streamline rules and minimise the cost and complexity of financial transaction reporting.  [2:   
    AIMA is the world’s largest membership association for alternative investment managers. Its membership has more firms, managing more assets than any other industry body, and through our 10 offices located around the world, we serve over 2,000 members in 60 different countries. AIMA’s mission, which includes that of its private credit affiliate, the Alternative Credit Council (ACC), is to ensure that our industry of hedge funds, private market funds and digital asset funds is always best positioned for success. Success in our industry is defined by its contribution to capital formation, economic growth, and positive outcomes for investors while being able to operate efficiently within appropriate and proportionate regulatory frameworks. AIMA’s many peer groups, events, educational sessions, publications and practical tools like its Due Diligence Questionnaires and industry sound practice guidance available exclusively to members, enable firms to actively refine their business practices, policies, and processes to secure their place in that success.]  [3: Available at: 
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2025-06/ESMA12-437499640-3021_Call_for_evidence_on_a_comprehensive_approach_for_the_simplification_of_financial_transaction_reporting.pdf 
] 


Over the past decade, the EU has drifted toward a fragmented, multi-layered oversight model, marked by overlapping obligations imposed by both ESMA and National Competent Authorities (NCAs). This fragmentation has compounded operational challenges, especially amid the evolution of alternative investment strategies. In principle, ESMA’s current initiative presents a welcome opportunity to simplify and centralise transaction reporting frameworks by focusing on what data is used, not costly and does not place disproportionate burdens on market participants. Recalibrating these frameworks to better reflect market realities and the capabilities of diverse market participants would deliver regulatory and operational efficiencies, investor protection and drive the competitiveness of EU capital markets.

AIMA welcomes ESMA’s efforts to identify the key challenges in transaction reporting, such as duplicative reporting of derivative instruments under Markets in Financial Instruments Regulation (MiFIR), the European Market Infrastructure Regulation (EMIR) and the Regulation on Wholesale Energy Market Integrity and Transparency (REMIT), dual-sided reporting obligations under EMIR and Securities Financing Transactions Regulation (SFTR) and different reporting channels across MiFIR, EMIR and SFTR.  However, it will be centrally important in the context of this work to take account of the fact that each of these frameworks has different scoping provisions, making it more challenging in practice to achieve harmonisation across the regimes without potentially increasing the range of reportable transactions for individual entities who might be in scope of some of the relevant sectoral legislation but not all of it. 

In general, AIMA also welcomes ESMA’s proposed principles for simplifying regulatory reporting, particularly those on not collecting data that is costly to produce and not used, global alignment and ensuring that the scope of collected data, impact and costs of changes align with burden reduction. We note that ESMA’s proposals are centred on revising the dual-sided reporting obligation under EMIR, through for example either (i) eliminating duplications in the scope of the reporting requirements by either the type of trading of the instruments or events; or (ii) implementing the “Report Once” principle to create a unified template across regimes. However, we believe that ESMA should go further by reconsidering broader structural requirements and removing buy-side investment firms from requirements to report transactions under MIFIR, noting that sell-side counterparties – who are larger and have greater resources to report data accurately and efficiently, typically do so.  Single-sided MIFIR transaction reporting would improve data quality, enhance regulatory oversight and strengthen the competitiveness of European firms in global markets.

AIMA has provided detailed feedback in an annex to this letter. 

Our key positions are outlined below:

· Exempt ‘buy-side’ investment firms from the scope of transaction reporting requirements under Article 26 of MiFIR, on the basis that sell-side firms with whom those firms execute transactions in most cases also report those transactions. 

· Replace the dual-sided reporting obligation under EMIR with a single-sided reporting model, where sell-side counterparties assume full reporting responsibility. The delegated reporting regime under EMIR is not fit for purpose.

· Implement a single EU-wide reporting portal to ESMA, which would eliminate the need for multiple NCA reporting channels - particularly in the context of Short Selling Regulation (SSR) supervisory notifications – and also include a centralised, authoritative data set for shares outstanding to address difficulties in sourcing and verifying this information.

If you would like to discuss any aspect of AIMA’s submission further, please contact Aniqah Rao and Adam Jacobs-Dean.

Yours faithfully,

/s/ Adam Jacobs-Dean				
Managing Director and Global Head of Markets, Governance and Innovation
AIMA

**
ANNEX

AIMA response to Question 1 of the CFE:

We believe that one of the most fundamental challenges for our members lies in how transaction reporting is structured under MiFIR for buy-side investment firms and in the functioning of EMIR’s reporting arrangements. In their current form, these frameworks impose significant burdens and are operationally complex, inefficient and duplicative. We believe the EU should transition to a reporting model which places sole responsibility on sell‑side counterparties - who are inherently better equipped to manage the process—thus facilitating more accurate, higher quality MIFIR transaction reporting, reflecting the true flow of data in the market, improving efficiency and enhancing international competitiveness. Without such structural reform in the allocation of reporting obligations, incremental improvements risk placing disproportionate burdens on firms that lack necessary resources and infrastructure. 

Below, we outline the challenges under MiFIR transaction reporting and EMIR delegated reporting.

0. MiFIR transaction reporting

Transaction reporting as it operates today places an unjustifiable cost and burden on Markets in Financial Instruments Directive (MiFID) investment firms. Our member firms routinely single out transaction reporting as being one of the most significant compliance burdens associated with the MiFID regime, noting that compliance with the reporting requirements both creates major one-off systems build costs and generates significant on-going costs associated with making reports and validating reporting processes. We believe that amendments to the MiFIR transaction reporting regime should focus on reducing the reporting burden on all parties involved, improving the quality of data reported to NCAs and ensuring that the rules are designed in a way that reflects the differing operational capacities of counterparties to a trade. 

Specifically, we strongly advocate for the removal of ‘buy-side’ investment firms from the scope of transaction reporting requirements under Article 26 of MiFIR, on the basis that sell-side firms with whom those firms execute transactions in most cases also report those transactions.  We see no inherent need for transaction reporting to be ‘dual-sided’ and believe that removing the obligation on buy-side firms to submit transaction reports would neither reduce the quality of information available to NCAs nor decrease the NCAs’ monitoring and oversight capabilities. Transaction reports submitted by sell-side firms provide NCAs with the necessary information for it to monitor market activities and detect potential market abuse, just as MiFIR recordkeeping requirements ensure that NCAs will still be able to obtain detailed information on buy-side firms’ trading activities – as they do today in respect of buy-side firms that are outside the scope of transaction reporting by virtue of operating under an Alternative Investment Fund Managers Directive (AIFMD) or Undertaking for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities (UCITS) licence. This would bring the EU regime in line with that of other key global jurisdictions, as we explain below. In a similar vein, we strongly oppose any extension of the reporting requirements to AIFMs or UCITS Management Companies (ManCos) for their MiFID activities, the possibility of which the European Commission has be mandated to assess under Article 46 of the MiFIR Review. 

Amending the scope of the reporting obligation would significantly reduce the regulatory burden on buy-side firms – particularly those that do not have the same operational and reporting capacity as larger sell-side institutions – and enable them to redirect valuable resources to their core activities, including investor protection and market abuse oversight, and further enhance their contributions to EU capital markets. 

Below we examine:

· A more effective, ‘single-sided’ transaction reporting regime;
· Limitations of Article 4 of RTS 22 “Transmission of Orders”;
· The disparity between requirements for MiFID investment firms and other buy-side firms; and
· How the EU compares with key global jurisdictions.

See also AIMA’s response to Questions 27 and 28 of the call for evidence which addresses the cost and burden of transaction reporting.

i. A more effective, ‘single-sided’ transaction reporting regime

Sell-side firms have the infrastructure and systems in place to handle MIFIR transaction reporting, given that reporting capabilities are central to their ability to provide execution services to their clients. For buy-side firms, such as investment managers, transaction reporting obligations detract from their core investment activities and impose an unnecessary regulatory burden. Freeing buy-side firms from the burden of reporting would allow them to focus on their primary business – investing on behalf of their clients – and to devote additional compliance resource to more productive monitoring and oversight tasks. 

Sell-side firms are responsible for the vast majority of trading activity in financial markets, and their reporting alone should provide regulators with a sufficiently comprehensive view of the market and systemic exposures. Removing the obligation on buy-side firms to submit transaction reports would not meaningfully reduce the quality of information available to NCAs nor decrease the NCAs’ monitoring and oversight capabilities. Transaction reports submitted by sell-side firms and trading venues provide NCAs with necessary information to monitor market activities and detect potential market abuse – something that is readily apparent from the fact that buy-side firms operating under an AIFMD or UCITS licence rightly do not need to report their transactions to NCAs (examined in detail below). 

The majority of the fields in the corresponding transaction reports for buy-side and sell-side firms are identical, with the same key transaction details duplicated. The differences broadly relate to fields indicating the investment decision maker and the execution decision maker, information which NCAs can access through requesting records from buy-side firms who are obliged to keep records of orders that result in transactions, as well as any orders that are rejected, modified or cancelled. As such, NCAs are able to form a complete picture of firms’ activities and the market without relying on duplicative buy-side transaction reports. 

We recognise that, under the current framework, in instances where an EU buy-side firm transacts with a counterparty that is not subject to EU transaction reporting requirements, a report would only be submitted if arranged by the buy-side firm. However, we believe the practical impact of such scenarios may be limited. We encourage ESMA to review the universe of securities that are most likely to be implicated in such scenarios. Anecdotally, we believe these will predominantly be securities with a primary listing outside the EU and therefore of limited relevance to the integrity and stability of EU financial markets.

In addition, due to uncertainties regarding the interpretation of MIFIR transaction reporting rules for certain asset classes and instruments (including amongst professional advisors and expert consultants), MiFIR transaction reporting by many different buy-side firms often results in inconsistent and inaccurate reporting (even where buy-side firms use their best efforts and incur costs seeking expert advice to report as accurately as possible). This can result in lower quality and conflicting data in dual-reported transactions, undermining the purpose of collecting such MiFIR transaction reporting information.

ii. Limitations of Article 4 of RTS 22 Transmission of Orders”

It is worth noting that the MiFIR framework recognises the efficiency of sell-side reporting – and that buy-side firms do not need to report transactions directly for the purposes of market surveillance and market abuse monitoring. RTS 22 Article 4 “Transmission of Orders” provides buy-side firms an option of sending order information to a sell-side firm to report the transaction to NCAs. The responsibility to report then lies ultimately with the sell-side firm. However, take-up of this option by buy-side firms is low. There are several reasons for this, all of which point to a single umbrella reason: the concept of order transmission, while well-intentioned, does not reduce the burden of transaction reporting or improve the efficiency of transaction reporting. Specifically, the order transmission framework places insurmountable burdens on both buy-side and sell-side firms, which we outline below.

Firstly, it requires a buy-side firm to establish sophisticated systems for transmitting accurate data to the receiving firm, while assuming liability for potential failures to transmit orders correctly or on time. In practice, the information that must be supplied by the buy-side firm to the receiving sell-side firm under Article 4(2) of RTS 22 is not substantially less than the information that would be required for the buy-side firm to populate its own direct transaction report. The firm must continuously monitor what is transmitted to the receiving firm, but at the same accept that it has no visibility over the ultimate reporting procedures of the receiving firm. Orders transmitted to sell-side counterparties may include sensitive data such as the identity of decision makers or client details and inadvertent disclosure of clients’ strategies or market intentions, which could be misused. In these circumstances, buy-side firms are likely to conclude that it would be preferable to simply connect to an ARM and report directly. 

There are also specific data privacy concerns for buy-side firms when connecting to an ARM. The risks associated with data flow and privacy in this context differ from those involved in transmitting orders to a sell-side firm. ARMs function as third-party intermediaries and do not execute trades; their role is more limited compared to sell-side firms, which have broader access to client trading activity and are involved in multiple transactions across different clients. While data may, for example, be anonymised and pseudonymised before transmission, this does not eliminate the risk of reidentification.

The limitation of the order transmission framework is further emphasised through the impracticality of relying on written agreements, as mandated under Article 4 of RTS 22. Order transmission carries clear disincentives for receiving sell-side firms, given that they become liable for reporting correctly. Sell-side firms do not typically offer transmission of order services as part of their standard terms of business and they are reluctant to put in place written order transmission agreements, which have prescriptive content requirements, including time limits for the transmitting firm to provide order details and requirements on receiving firms to verify the accuracy of transmitted orders. The absence of standardised terms exacerbates this issue, as each agreement must be individually negotiated with brokers. Even where sell-side firms are willing to enter into transmission agreements, there is no industry standard template, which means each agreement must be negotiated bilaterally between the parties. This is inevitably a time-consuming, cost-incurring process and prevents firms wishing to make use of the transmission model from acting quickly if they wish to on-board with a new broker or sell-side counterparty. In this regard, buy-side firms would much prefer a single-sided sell-side reporting regime that clearly apportions responsibility for reporting - this would prevent delays associated with the parties needing to negotiate on this point, as described above.

In addition to the operational barriers to uptake, there are also technical challenges that prevent buy-side firms from being able to utilise the Article 4 exemption. This exemption does not apply in situations where a buy-side firm actively participates in a trade and assumes responsibility for executing trades themselves, often through bilateral negotiations or direct engagements with counterparties. For example, when a firm acts as a principal trader or when trades involve multiple quotes and the firm executes the trade directly with a counterparty. The exemption is also challenging to apply in complex or illiquid asset classes, where buy-side firms are more likely to execute trades independently that require bespoke negotiation or specialised knowledge, such as in structured products or non-listed securities. The exemption was designed for cases where a buy-side firm simply transmits an order to the sell-side, but this does not reflect the reality for buy-side firms that actively execute trades. As such, the order transmission framework fails to provide the intended flexibility for buy-side firms and does not alleviate the cost and burden of transaction reporting. 

We would also point out that the transmission model set out under Article 4 of RTS 22 differs from delegated reporting under EMIR, which firms commonly use. Under EMIR, the responsibility for ensuring that the OTC derivative transactions are reported accurately remains with the buy-side firm. The type of data reported under EMIR also differs. 

AIMA does not believe any other options such as mandating delegated reporting provide a suitable solution. At its core, order transmission requires buy-side firms to transmit data to sell-side firms in a manner almost identical to submitting data to NCAs via an ARM. As such, there is little incentive for buy-side firms to undertake the effort of transmitting an order in place of reporting a transaction, given the additional considerations set out above. The problems associated with the limited use of Article 4 of RTS 22 can be directly alleviated through addressing the scope of the transaction reporting obligations. 

iii. The disparity between requirements for MiFID investment firms and other buy-side firms

AIMA understands that the primary role of transaction reporting is to support NCAs’ market abuse monitoring and market monitoring capabilities. However, transaction reporting requirements are imposed only on MiFID investment firms. AIFMs, UCITS ManCos and AIFMs and UCITS ManCos with MiFID ‘top up’ permissions are – quite rightly – not subject to MiFIR transaction reporting requirements. Both MiFID investment firms and these other firms conduct the activity of portfolio management, however only one subset of firms is subject to reporting, which puts them at a competitive disadvantage for no justifiable reason. 

The reporting obligation places firms conducting MiFID portfolio management at a competitive disadvantage to firms managing AIFs and UCITS funds. Most EU asset management firms operate under either a UCITS or AIFM licence, occasionally with a MiFID top-up permission. Over the last few years, this trend has been growing as MiFID-licenced asset managers have moved toward adopting UCITS/AIFM licences instead. The exclusion of reporting requirements for firms which make up most of the buy-side implicitly demonstrates that buy-side transaction reporting is not required to support effective market abuse and market monitoring by regulators. Removing the transaction reporting requirements for buy-side MiFID investment firms would increase the competitiveness of MiFID portfolio management firms and the EU. 

AIMA is aware that, under Article 46 of the MiFIR Review, the European Commission is mandated to assess the possibility of extending the transaction reporting requirements under Article 26 MiFIR to AIFMs and UCITS ManCos which provide investment services and activities, and which execute transactions in financial instruments. We strongly oppose any extension of the scope of transaction reporting requirements to UCITS ManCos and AIFMs when they provide a MiFID service to third parties. It would create an unfair playing field between EU and non-EU AIFMs/UCITS ManCos and only act as a barrier to entry for smaller investment managers seeking to establish in the EU. Non-EU firms would be able to offer their services to third-country clients at a lower cost than those operating in the EU, driving investment away from the EU. We would note that there are also operational challenges associated with delineating trading activities by regulatory permission. It will be difficult for AIFMs and UCITS ManCos to limit the reporting to trading related to individual portfolio management only (i.e., the activity that is carried out under top-up permissions), creating uncertainty about who should report transactions (the AIFM/UCITS ManCo or the sell-side investment firm/trading venue) and a risk of over-reporting. Under Article 26(5) MiFIR, trading venues are required to report details of transactions in financial instruments conducted by non-MiFID investment firms. Sell-side investment firms are also required to report transactions to NCAs executed with their buy-side clients, including transactions that are executed off-venue. As such, alongside reports provided under, for example, EMIR, SFTR and the Market Abuse Regulation, NCAs already have extensive information on ongoing transactions and the activities of AIFMs and UCITS ManCos.

iv. How the EU compares with key global jurisdictions

The MiFIR transaction reporting regime is notably more burdensome compared to the regulatory frameworks in other major and emerging financial centres, such as those in North America, the APAC region and the Middle East. Outside of Europe, jurisdictions have developed frameworks that limit regulatory burdens on buy-side firms while still enabling effective market surveillance and monitoring of market abuse. De-scoping buy-side firms from the MiFIR transaction reporting requirements would align the EU with global regulatory norms and strengthen its competitiveness as a financial hub for international investors. 

The current regime places EU firms at a structural disadvantage relative to their global peers, where they are not subject to equivalent transaction reporting obligations. Due to the additional (and material) costs associated with complying with the reporting rules, EU firms have a higher cost base than firms in, for example, the Cayman Islands for offering similar investment products. This disparity has direct consequences for market competitiveness and investor outcomes, with the higher compliance costs borne by EU firms ultimately passed on to clients, including retail investors. 

We would note that the UK is currently considering such improvements to the UK MiFIR transaction reporting regime, as part of the Financial Conduct Authority’s (FCA) discussion paper on improvements to the UK transaction reporting regime[footnoteRef:4] and HM Treasury’s financial services growth and competitiveness strategy[footnoteRef:5]. If the UK adopts single-sided reporting, the EU would remain a key outlier in the global financial services landscape. [4: 
 See www.fca.org.uk/publication/discussion/dp24-2.pdf.]  [5:  See www.gov.uk/government/calls-for-evidence/financial-services-growth-and-competitiveness-strategy. ] 


In the US, buy-side firms are not required to submit transaction reports to regulators. Instead, the responsibility for transaction-level reporting rests with sell-side firms, such as broker-dealers and execution venues. There is a clear distinction between the responsibilities of buy-side and sell-side firms in maintaining market regulatory efficiency. It is understood that risk is best measured and monitored when trading activity is closest to the trading nexus of a transaction, which is why sell-side firms, who execute and settle transactions on behalf of their buy-side clients, are seen as the more appropriate entities to submit transaction reports. Broker-dealers and execution venues are responsible for reporting transaction and order-level data to the Consolidated Audit Trail (CAT), which captures detailed trade data, including transactions conducted by buy-side firms via their broker-dealers. CAT data provides the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) and the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) with a comprehensive audit trail of all securities transactions, which is used for market abuse detection, enabling regulators to trace the full life cycle of trades in US markets. The US model demonstrates that market surveillance and market abuse monitoring can be effectively managed without requiring buy-side firms to report transactions. 

In Hong Kong, the regulatory framework similarly places the responsibility of reporting on relevant regulated intermediaries (RRIs)[footnoteRef:6] which engage in bookbuilding or placing activities in equity capital market and debt capital market transactions. RRIs are required to report securities transactions placed (or proposed to be placed) by their clients, such as those by fund managers or discretionary accounts. The Hong Kong Investor Identification Regime (HKIDR) ensures that each direct client is tagged with a Broker-Client Assigned Number, which is then linked to their securities orders. This system allows for effective monitoring without requiring the direct reporting of transactions by buy-side clients. RRIs must also report over-the-counter (OTC) securities transactions in ordinary shares and real estate investment trusts listed on the Stock Exchange of Hong Kong and deposits and withdrawals of physical share certificates to the Securities and Futures Commission (SFC), further ensuring market integrity. [6: 
 Persons licensed by or registered with the Securities and Futures Commission of Hong Kong which, in connection with the carrying out of (i) proprietary trading and (ii) the provision of securities brokerage services for a person in respect of orders placed through an account opened and maintained for that person, (a) submit (or arrange to submit) for execution of an on-exchange order; (b) carry out an off-exchange order; or (c) conduct off- exchange trade reporting). 
Defined in 5.6(b)(xiv) of the SFC Code of Conduct. Available at: https://apps.sfc.hk/edistributionWeb/api/circular/openAppendix?lang=EN&refNo=21EC37&appendix=0. ] 


Likewise, in the Dubai International Finance Centre and Abu Dhabi Global Market - emerging asset management hubs - there are no equivalent transaction reporting requirements analogous to those under MiFIR for buy-side firms. In the Abu Dhabi Global Market, the Financial Services Regulatory Authority requires recognised investment exchanges, multilateral trading facilities and organised trading facilities to report details of orders and transactions in financial instruments traded on their platforms which are inputted, executed or reported through their systems.[footnoteRef:7] The Dubai Financial Services Authority and the Financial Services Regulatory Authority rely on regulated exchanges and trading venues to conduct market surveillance, monitor for market manipulation and report suspicious trading behaviour to them as necessary. All firms are required to submit suspicious transaction and order reports where there are reasonable grounds to suspect market abuse across their transactions and maintain adequate systems and controls to monitor for potential market abusive transactions.  [7:  See the Financial Services and Markets Regulations 2015, Chapter 4 ‘Transaction Reporting’, Section 149 ‘Obligation to report orders and transactions’. 
Available at: https://en.adgm.thomsonreuters.com/sites/default/files/net_file_store/ADGM1547_12483_VER15081523.pdf. ] 


In jurisdictions like Singapore, regulators have adopted regulatory reporting frameworks that focus on short and long position reporting and OTC derivatives reporting rather than transaction-level reporting for market abuse monitoring, which typically operates at the level of trading venues instead. In Singapore, the Singapore Exchange plays a key role in market surveillance, working alongside the Monetary Authority of Singapore to ensure that market abuse is detected. This approach demonstrates that effective market monitoring and market abuse detection can be achieved without transaction-level reporting and by leveraging other available data. 

0. EMIR and SFTR Transaction Reporting

The existing reporting frameworks contradict the core objective of improving market transparency. The dual-sided nature of EMIR and SFTR reporting introduces duplication and mixes transaction and position-level reporting in a way that is difficult to reconcile, making it nearly impossible for firms to verify data outputs with complete accuracy. Buy-side firms face significant challenges in self-reporting under EMIR and SFTR, largely due to the complexity of systems and data sourcing. Firms do not have access to all required information within their internal systems to self-report and the timeline for reporting makes it infeasible for buy-side firms to absorb, check and re-submit this information independently. Many firms therefore rely on delegated reporting. However, the dual‑sided reporting framework under EMIR and SFTR also adds unnecessary complexity and cost for firms while delivering limited incremental value. AIMA believes that the EU should transition to a single-sided reporting model where only the sell-side counterparty is responsible for submitting a report. 

While many buy-side firms opt to delegate EMIR reporting to a sell-side counterparty, a core issue is that they remain legally responsible for the accuracy and completeness of reports submitted on their behalf. In practice, many buy-side firms lack direct visibility into the data compiled and submitted by their sell-side delegates. Firms often receive data from sell-side counterparties that is incomplete, delayed or poorly formatted, significantly undermining their ability to conduct meaningful assurance checks or to reconcile and correct errors in a timely manner—ultimately increasing their compliance risk. When requesting necessary information from counterparties, firms have often been informed that counterparties are either unable to provide the relevant data or they are directed to review ledger reports submitted to trade repositories, which are available too late to meet the T+1 reporting deadline. Buy-side firms experience being stuck in situations where their exception volumes are significant to them but not significant to their sell-side counterparty for the issues to be prioritised and remediated. This concern is exacerbated by the uneven impact on sell-side and buy-side firms regarding exception reporting created by the ESMA Guidelines for Reporting under EMIR[footnoteRef:8] from paragraph 390 onwards, which provide that a sell-side firm under a delegated reporting arrangement with a buy-side firm client that fails to report the entirety of its transactions with that client need not report that fact to the sell-side firm’s regulator if (as is likely the case if one or only a few of the sell-side firm’s clients are affected) the volume of transactions do not reach the level of significance given the volume of the sell-side firm’s trading; while at the same time the buy-side client would be required to report the exception if the failure exceeds the threshold for an exception for the buy-side client’s volume of trading. We are aware of buy-side firms that are forced to treat a reporting failure by their sell-side service provider as a significant matter requiring reporting to an NCA, while having the impression that the sell-side firm is treating the failure as a matter of insufficient importance to be promptly remedied. In addition, many firms cannot independently source the required data for the new reporting fields. Firms also note a lack of assurance vendors capable of performing comprehensive data quality checks. These challenges create a weakness in the reporting framework where buy-side firms identify issues but cannot remediate them, thereby undermining their responsibility of ensuring the accuracy and completeness of reports submitted on their behalf. The application of the EMIR REFIT has heightened these challenges, through increasing the volume and complexity of reporting obligation while raising validation and reconciliation demands. We would also note that there remains regulatory uncertainty regarding EMIR reporting obligations for EU AIFs managed by non-EU AIFMs – an issue that has persisted since the UK’s departure from the EU. The challenges noted under EMIR apply to SFTR as well, though the lower trade volumes under SFTR make these issues less acute.  [8: 
 Available at: www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma74-362-2281_final_report_guidelines_emir_refit.pdf. ] 


By adopting a single-sided reporting model for EMIR and SFTR reporting, the EU would simplify data flows and reduce operational burdens for buy-side firms. It would allow sell-side firms to redirect resources to improving the accuracy and completeness of reporting while eliminating the need for buy-side firms to maintain multiple delegated reporting arrangements and repeatedly verify submissions from counterparties. The move would preserve regulatory oversight while better aligning with global practices (such as the US).

a. Terminology 

Separately, we would highlight that the terminology used across regulatory reporting regimes creates unnecessary confusion. In particular, the distinction between “transaction reporting” under MiFIR and “trade reporting” under EMIR is frequently misunderstood by market participants. Advisor members have noted that many firms confuse the two terms. To improve clarity, it would be helpful for ESMA to consider rebranding “trade reporting” as “derivatives reporting” more accurately reflecting the scope and purpose of the regime.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_1>

Do stakeholders agree with the proposed principles and related description? Is there any other aspect/principle that should be considered?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_2>
AIMA agrees with the principles ESMA has proposed for simplifying regulatory reporting: (i) preserve information scope (i.e., not unduly restricting the information needed by authorities and other entities to perform their supervisory and other duties and not collecting data that is costly to produce and not used); (ii) decrease overlaps to reduce reporting burden; (iii) ensure global alignment; and (iv) balance cost and benefit (i.e., ensuring that the scope of collected data, impact and costs of changes align with key benefits including burden reduction, market discipline and facilitating and enabling supervision). 

As ESMA develops its simplification strategy, it must remain cognisant that analysis is complicated by differing entity scopes across sectoral frameworks. For example, EMIR, SFTR and REMIT each apply different entity scopes for EU AIFMs managing non-EU AIFs. These differences mean that it might be practically difficult to achieve full harmonisation without unhelpfully broadening the entity scope of certain sectoral reporting regimes, something AIMA would not support. 

For example, non-EU AIFs are not in scope of the Article 4 SFTR reporting obligation, even when managed by an EU AIFM; this differs from the approach for non-EU AIFs managed by EU AIFMs under EMIR, given such entities are subject to EMIR reporting. Under REMIT, ACER has confirmed that investment managers and their clients are not required to report where the fund that is a counterparty to a transaction does not have direct membership of a trading venue (something that is generally very uncommon for fund vehicles). In practice this means that the scope of entities covered by REMIT reporting is very limited in the funds context.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_2>

What are the key advantages of option 1a and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_3>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 1a? For example, do you consider the adaptation of the emir template to cover the data points used for market abuse surveillance as meeting the general objective of reducing the reporting burden, and why?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_4>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_4>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 1a? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 1a?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_5>

What are the key advantages of option 1b and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_6>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 1b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_7>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 1b? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 1b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_8>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_8>

What are the key advantages of option 2a and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_9>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_9>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2a?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_10>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_10>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 2a? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 2a? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_11>

What are the key advantages of option 2b and how do these benefits address the issues in section 3? What regimes should be included in such an option beyond EMIR, MiFIR and SFTR?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_12>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_12>

What are the key limitations and potential risks of option 2b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_13>

What components are missing or not adequately addressed in option 2b? Why are these elements important, and how might their inclusion change the evaluation or implementation of option 2b?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_14>

Which of the two main options (1. “removal of duplication in current frameworks” or 2. "report once") and related sub-options identified  do you believe should be prioritised, and why?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_15>

Are there any additional options that should be considered on top of option 1 and 2? For example, do you identify other potential intermediate solutions, combinations of elements from the identified options, or phased approaches? If so, what are their main characteristics, the reasons for considering them, and the key advantages they would bring?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_16>

Should the reporting channels, and flows be modified to ensure consistent reporting, and if so, how? Under which option/s do you consider these changes should be implemented?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_17>

In this regard, and based on the current order book requirements for trading venues and the availability of information, what are the advantages and disadvantages of transferring the reporting of on-venue transactions under MiFIR and EMIR to trading venues?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_18>

Additionally, what are your views on enhancing ESMA role as data hub by developing a framework where entities would report consistent and harmonised data directly to ESMA? Should this option consider direct reporting to ESMA coupled with EU and national authorities’ access to the centrally held data, eliminating multiple submissions? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_19>
AIMA supports enhancing ESMA’s role as a data hub by developing a framework where entities would report consistent and harmonised directly to ESMA. We believe this option should be coupled with EU and NCA access to centrally held data to eliminate multiple submissions. Fragmentation - stemming from 27 distinct national laws and reporting protocols—produces unnecessary transaction costs, legal ambiguity and operational complexity.

Our members have identified the Short Selling Regulation (SSR) as an area where centralisation could deliver meaningful efficiency and risk-reduction. While the reporting threshold for net short positions has been harmonised across EU Member States at 0.1% of issued share capital, with incremental reporting required for each 0.1% thereafter, the mechanics of reporting remain fragmented. We believe that a single, EU‑wide reporting portal operated by ESMA which consolidates these requirements into a consistent interface would simplify compliance and streamline oversight. 

Currently, firms must navigate a multitude of portals, formats and processes across jurisdictions, which undermines the effectiveness of the SSR regime. Technical limitations in current NCA portals further compound the issue. Members report frequent system outages (approximately one or two incidents per week), limited automation and outdated processes. Several NCAs have introduced web interfaces that are less efficient than prior systems - replacing automatable Excel-based forms with manual input fields. These shortcomings not only increase compliance costs but also raise the risk of delayed or incorrect submissions. We believe any replacement system must allow for automation, supporting machine-readable formats and integration via API. Challenges also arise with dual-listed securities, where firms may struggle to determine the correct jurisdiction for reporting - especially around transitions. A centralised ESMA-led platform would resolve this ambiguity and serve as a single source, improving reporting accuracy and reducing administrative burdens.

Further to this, regulatory risk and resource burden arises from the research and verification of shares outstanding data. This data is often difficult to source, due to inconsistencies in how issuer disclosures are made across Member States. For some firms, this process requires the equivalent of a full person-day. Although this responsibility should lie with issuers, firms remain exposed to enforcement risk for reporting inaccuracies tied to unreliable or opaque disclosures. We understand that some NCAs have also acknowledged the challenges they face in validating this data. A centralised, authoritative data set managed by ESMA would resolve this problem. 

Beyond reporting mechanics, AIMA believes the EU should pursue substantive harmonisation regarding intermediated securities (i.e., dematerialised or immobilised). We believe that the European Commission and EU Member States should ratify the Geneva Securities Convention[footnoteRef:9] - and the complementary the Hague Securities Convention[footnoteRef:10]. Although the Geneva Securities Convention was signed in 2009 by the European Commission and all EU Member States as well as major global jurisdictions, it has yet to be ratified in the EU. Ratification would embed 15 harmonised legislative principles - covering areas such as investor rights, intermediary obligations, post-trade infrastructure and conflict-of-law rules - that would reduce legal fragmentation, lower transaction costs and strengthen post-trade market integrity. [9: 
 See the UNIDROIT Convention on substantive rules for intermediated securities. Available at:  https://www.unidroit.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/convention.pdf. ]  [10:  See the Convention of 5 July 2006 on the Law Applicable to Certain Rights in Respect of Securities held with an Intermediary. Available at: https://assets.hcch.net/docs/3afb8418-7eb7-4a0c-af85-c4f35995bb8a.pdf. ] 

<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_19>

In the case of centralisation of reporting, please expand on the advantages and disadvantages as well as the implementation challenges and opportunities? Under this scenario, what additional elements should be considered (i.e. Operational aspects, technical implementation, etc.)
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_20>

Do you consider that other technologies (e.g. DLT and Smart Contracts) should be considered as a way to simplify the reporting process?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_21>

Where do you think the cost associated with dual sided reporting is generated? What would be the cost impact of removing dual-sided reporting (e.g. Substituting reconciliation requirements with other measures such as audits against internal record systems as required in the U.S. or increase interaction among counterparties and NCAs)? Do you consider that dual sided reporting may reduce the ability of reporting entities to fully control the data submitted to authorities? Do you consider that the reporting should be strictly from one side?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_22>

Would you consider the modification of reporting frequency useful under the general objective of reducing the reporting burden, and why? What would be the specific proposals in this regard?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_23>

Proportionality measures: how do you consider proportionality can be taken into account in the context of burden reduction in regulatory reporting? What specific measures would you propose and how would you quantify their impact?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_24>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR: what is the one-off cost of implementing EMIR requirements to date? This cost should include all cost lines, such as familiarisation with obligations, staff recruitment, training, legal advice, consultancy fees, project management and investment/updating in it. Do you identify any other relevant one-off cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_25>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR: what is your estimated average cost per transaction (on-going cost) to comply with the reporting requirements under EMIR? This cost should include not only the fees associated with reporting through trade repositories (which usually includes data collection and information storage) but also the total cost, including any other cost lines, such as, IT maintenance and support, training, data processing and audit fees. Do you identify any other relevant ongoing cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_26>

Question for reporting entities under MiFIR: what is the one-off cost of implementing mifir requirements to date? This cost should include all cost lines, such as familiarisation with obligations, staff recruitment, training, legal advice, consultancy fees, project management and investment/updating in it. Do you identify any other relevant one-off cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_27>
Transaction reporting places significant operational costs and resource burdens on buy-side firms, a burden considerably larger than other operational and regulatory tasks. Firms may choose to handle the process internally or outsource transaction reporting to third-party service providers, both of which are complex and resource intensive. Smaller firms are more likely to outsource transaction reporting as they typically have fewer resources to build and maintain in-house capabilities. However, larger firms may also choose to outsource the function where it is cost-effective and enables them to concentrate on their core business activities, such as trading and investment, while delegating the regulatory complexities to specialised experts. 

For firms that handle transaction reporting internally, significant investment is required to set up and maintain necessary systems infrastructure, data management tools and personnel. Transaction reporting involves more than submission of a report to an NCA or an Approved Reporting Mechanism (ARM). Firms must ensure that the data they report is accurate, complete and consistent across different sources. This entails considerable resources to collect, validate and reconcile the data. Costs can be broadly categorised as those relating to (i) human resources; (ii) technology and infrastructure; and (iii) operational and reconciliation. Transaction reporting requires dedicated staff to ensure reports are accurate and timely, from compliance and legal personnel to technology and operations staff. This entails continuous training to ensure staff stay updated on evolving rules and guidance. The complexity of the current regime is underscored by the length and complexity of the MiFID II transaction reporting guidelines which are 290 pages in length and contain a significant number of fine, technical distinctions between reporting requirements in different factual scenarios.[footnoteRef:11] Transaction reporting also requires specialised software for data aggregation, validation and submission, with the costs of reporting tools and systems variable based on the size and complexity of the firm. Integrating systems with trading platforms, internal databases and external reporting mechanisms incurs development and implementation costs as well as ongoing maintenance and support costs. In addition, trade reconciliation is a resource-intensive process as firms periodically check and maintain systems to validate individual transactions, manage the potential for reporting inaccuracies or data breaches and correct errors and omissions. The tight T+1 reporting deadline also means that even for firms with limited volumes of reportable transactions, a significant degree of investment in automation may still be required to ensure timely retrieval of relevant data and population of the necessary reports.   [11: 
 See Guidelines on transaction reporting, order record keeping and clock synchronization under MiFID II (ESMA/2016/1452), as applied in accordance with the FCA's stated approach in Brexit: our approach to EU non-legislative materials.] 


Firms that outsource reporting typically delegate the responsibility of generating and submitting reports a to third-party provider. While outsourcing can reduce the day-to-day operational burden of managing the reporting process, it also comes with costs. In addition to provider fees – potentially multiple if firms require separate providers for each asset class traded - firms must integrate internal systems with the provider’s platform, ensure that necessary data is captured and transmitted accurately and monitor the provider’s performance to ensure compliance with regulatory requirements. As a contingency, firms may also maintain in-house reporting capabilities. While the provider manages the reporting process, the firm remains ultimately responsible for compliance and must consistently audit the provider’s services to ensure the accuracy and timeliness of report submissions. 

Transaction reporting represents a major cost burden for AIMA’s member firms. It is routinely cited as being much more challenging than other core compliance obligations and it is apparent that the costs associated with transaction reporting do influence firms’ decisions about what instruments they might trade and how they structure their businesses. The costs associated with transaction reporting are not evenly spread. Firms that undertake very similar activities – managing investments on behalf of external investors – fall either within scope or outside the scope of the transaction reporting obligation depending on the regulatory licence (MiFID, AIFMD, UCITS) under which they operate, which ignores the underlying commonality in terms of their activities. It therefore has a meaningful impact on competition within financial services and on the competitiveness of the EU more broadly. 

There are challenges in moving beyond an anecdotal assessment of these costs to one that is grounded in empirical data. These challenges include:

· Firms’ reluctance to share sensitive data on costs with their industry bodies; and

· The difficulty in generalising a sample of firms’ costs across the wider industry, given that costs will depend on various factors, such as the volume of a firm’s trading, the nature of the instruments it trades and the service providers that it uses. 

However, despite these challenges, we set out below an approach to seeking to understand the aggregate costs to industry associated with transaction reporting that we hope will be useful to ESMA’s assessment of the costs and benefits associated with the existing regime. 

General cost observations

The data referenced below is derived from a representative sample of UK-based AIMA manager member firms subject to the on‑shored UK MiFIR transaction reporting regime. This data was submitted to the FCA as part of its discussion paper on improving the UK transaction reporting regime. While the data reflects UK-specific reporting obligations, it serves as a meaningful proxy for illustrating the operational and financial impact of MiFIR transaction reporting on buy‑side firms. Our analysis underscores the significant investment - both in terms of systems and staffing—required by firms, particularly those dealing in complex asset classes, to comply with a dual-reporting model.

	
	Mid-Sized Firm

	Large Firm

	Global AUM range
	USD1bn – USD10bn

	USD10bn+

	Number of daily transactions and complexity of asset classes traded

	1,000 to 10,000 transactions daily in highly complex asset classes (e.g., CDOs, CLOs, CDS, TRS, distressed debt, emerging market instruments, commodities, REITs). 

Up to 100,000 transactions daily in moderately complex assets classes (e.g., options, futures, structured products, swaps, FX forwards, futures) and low complexity asset classes (e.g., equities, cash equities, ETFs, bonds).

	100,000+ transactions daily in highly complex asset classes (e.g., CDOs, CLOs, CDS, TRS, distressed debt, emerging market instruments, commodities, REITs). 


	Number of Full-Time Equivalents (FTEs) devoted to transaction reporting

	3 - 5
	6 - 9

	Initial implementation cost 
(e.g. technology set up, consultancy fees, staff training and onboarding)

	EUR 60,000 - EUR 240,000+
	EUR 240,000+

	Annual costs for using an ARM


	Up to EUR 600,000

	Up to EUR 600,000

	Annual costs for using reference data

	EUR 30,000 - EUR 120,000+
	EUR 120,000+

	Annual system maintenance costs 
(e.g., software updates and integration with trading systems)

	EUR 18,000 - EUR 120,000+


	EUR 120,000+

	Other annual service provider costs
(e.g., legal and compliance advice and regulatory audits)

	Up to EUR 18,000, but potentially exceeding EUR 120,000
	Up to or exceeding EUR 120,000

	Time spent per month on transaction reporting tasks 
(e.g., submitting reports and correcting errors and omissions)

	30 – 100+ hours
	100+ hours



Defining a ‘per transaction’ cost

The analysis above provides a breakdown of the various costs associated with transaction reporting. Combining these costs (covering vendor costs, external fees and staff salaries) to give an ‘all-in’ cost to firm allows for an analysis of the costs of reporting relative to number of in-scope transactions. This is helpful in the context of seeking to determine the industry-level costs associated with transaction reporting. 

Firms with very low numbers of in-scope transactions (fewer than 120 transactions in a year) have suggested to us that the annual costs of outsourcing the reporting of those transactions to a service provider totals about EUR 60,000. 

The resulting reporting cost per trade is therefore:

EUR 60,000 ÷ 120 = EUR 500

Reporting costs per trade are not linear. Firms with larger volumes of transactions will incur considerably higher absolute costs – as noted above – but will also enjoy economies of scale that lead to lower reporting costs when viewed on a trade-by-trade basis. A firm with 75,000,000 transactions a year suggested that its total reporting costs were approaching EUR 6,000,000 annually after allowing for vendor costs and staffing. 

The resulting reporting cost per transaction is therefore:

EUR 6,000,000 ÷ 75,000,000 = EUR 0.08

If the total number of transaction reports received by NCAs amounted to, for example, 7 billion transaction reports annually, this implies that – assuming the lower reporting cost per trade – financial services firms collectively spend in excess of EUR 540,000,000 per year on transaction reporting. We believe that this is inherently a very conservative estimate, given that low volumes of reporting are associated with higher per transaction reporting costs and that a collective cost estimate of EUR 600,000,000 per year is therefore reasonable. 

For a more sophisticated analysis, ESMA could bucket firms according to number of reports submitted annually and seek to identify more representative costs of reporting by activity bucket. 

A further challenge to consider is that certain types of transactions will generate disproportionate reporting costs because the complexity of reporting them requires additional human intervention. For example, for a firm trading in standardised highly liquid assets such as cash equities, the data required for transaction reporting is relatively simple and consistent across transactions. In contrast, a hedge fund manager trading more complex instruments – such as many of AIMA’s members - may incur higher reporting costs even if the trade volumes are lower, due to, for example, greater data gathering and reconciliation costs.  ESMA might seek to understand which particular trade types are relatively more costly to report and how this compares with the benefit of information it receives on those trades. 

ESMA could also seek to identify how the cost is distributed among different types of financial services firms by using specific permissions held by firms as a basis for sorting them broadly into sell-side and buy-side firms. Here it will be important to take into account that the maintenance of reporting capabilities is commercially important for sell-side institutions, as it maximises the services that they can provide to clients. This consideration is not the case for buy-side institutions, who are effectively seeking to sell their investment expertise to investors more than providing operational capabilities as a service.

External vs. internal costs

In terms of the make-up of the costs associated with transaction reporting, as referenced earlier, some of our larger members with high trading volumes have indicated that they spend between EUR 540,000 and EUR 900,000 annually on external vendors’ services, including connectivity to an ARM, costs for reference data and advisory costs. 

These costs are obviously material, but in relative terms are smaller than staffing costs associated with day-to-day management of transaction reporting. As indicated, staffing levels can vary but firms typically require between 1 – 10 FTEs (noting that absolute staffing levels at a typical AIMA member firm are generally well below 100 members of staff). 

Removing buy-side firms from the transaction reporting obligation would almost certainly eliminate a significant portion of the external costs that firms face. Internal staffing costs might show greater inelasticity as firms might seek to reallocate compliance and operations resource to more productive uses which are more likely to benefit firms, their clients and the soundness of the sector overall. This excludes transaction reporting specialists who are less likely to be repurposed for other compliance functions, thus leading to a reduction in staffing costs. ESMA should consider in its analysis the extent to which involvement of staff in transaction reporting is at times a distraction from more valuable work that would better support productivity and overall risk management.

On the other side of the cost benefit analysis equation is ultimately the value that NCAs derive from transaction reports submitted by buy-side firms. It will be for NCAs to assess these benefits, but we encourage them to be conscious of the following:

· NCAs’ market monitoring capabilities already operate without direct reporting from buy-side firms that operate under an AIFMD or UCITS licence.

· NCAs can and do request data from buy-side firms regardless of whether they provide transaction reports; NCAs can take comfort that recordkeeping obligations will ensure that relevant data is available to it upon request. These direct requests may also be more targeted and efficient, allowing NCAs to collect additional relevant information from the firm alongside the transaction data to understand the surrounding context. 

· Transaction reporting – and specifically a dual-sided model of transaction reporting – is not necessarily the best policy tool to deal with inaccurate reporting by certain entities, which can be better addressed by better specification of reporting fields.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_27>

Question for reporting entities under MiFIR: what is your estimated average cost per transaction (on-going cost) to comply with the reporting requirements under MiFIR? This cost should include not only the fees associated with reporting through Approved Reported Mechanisms but also the total cost, including any other cost lines, such as, IT maintenance and support, training, data processing and audit fees. Do you identify any other relevant ongoing cost line?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_28>
Please see AIMA’s response to Question 27 of this call for evidence.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_28>

Question for reporting entities under EMIR or MiFIR: Are there other cost-factors that we should consider when estimating the cost saving over a long term horizon?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_29>

What are the anticipated investments and transition costs associated with implementing option 1a, 1b, 2a and 2b (e.g. Decommissioning of legacy systems, adapting systems to new changes and future evolving requirements, etc.)? Please provide a detailed breakdown of these costs, including any one-off and ongoing expenses. What is the estimated average cost saving per transaction?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_30>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CASR_30>
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