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[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in the Discussion Paper and in particular on the specific questions in this reply form. 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 21 September 2025. 
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Discussion Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
· Insert your responses to the questions in the Discussion Paper in this reply form. 
· Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_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 responses, save the reply form according to the following convention: ESMA_ICFD_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_ICFD_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 headings ‘Legal notice’ and heading ‘Data protection’..
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[bookmark: _Hlk124780170]Questions
Do you confirm the findings presented in this stocktake section? If you have additional information, please provide all relevant details.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_1>
Yes, we agree with the general assertion as put forward in paragraph 19:
“Some of the above issues had already been raised by stakeholders in the asset management sector in the context of a report on the operation of the AIFMD published by the Commission on 9 January 2019. In particular, a number of complaints highlighted double reporting due to overlaps and inconsistencies between the reporting requirements under asset management frameworks on the one hand and under SFTR (Securities Financing Transactions Regulation), EMIR (European Market Infrastructure Regulation) and MiFID (Markets in Financial Instruments Directive) on the other hand. Overlaps were also mentioned across asset management reporting frameworks between AIFMD, UCITS, MMFR and ECB statistical reports.”
We would also highlight the contents of paragraph 14 which state that “[t]he first step in drafting the report on the integrated reporting involves taking stock of the existing reporting frameworks in the field of asset management. This includes an in-depth review of periodic reporting obligations applicable at both the EU level and national level.”
We support this approach, but we caution against a maximalist approach which simply extends all existing requirements to all entities or filers and then layers onto those existing requirements. We believe that will result in increased reporting burdens.
As we noted in our November 2023 response to the Secretariat-General of the European Commission’s “Call for evidence: administrative burden – rationalisation of reporting requirements,” there are many areas that would benefit from the removal of, not additions to, duplicative reporting requirements.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  See AIMA’s response to the call for evidence at https://www.aima.org/resource/aima-responds-to-european-commission-call-for-evidence-on-rationalising-reporting-requirements-as-part-of-the-burden-reduction-package-initiative.html, November 2023.] 

It is for that reason that we have put together the attached grid/Annex which shows what the impact of the current proposals contained here would be. In other words, our grid/Annex gives a stocktake of the potential future reporting framework if the draft content here were to be adopted. As you can see, it would increase the burden on industry and include many overlaps and duplication. This would end up with opposite result of what this exercise is intended to achieve.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_1>

What are the best practices for data collection for retail investment funds in EU and non-EU jurisdictions that ESMA could consider?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_2>
AIMA does not represent traditional retail investment products as our core focus is alternative investments. As a general point, and as explained in our accompanying letter, we would emphasise that reporting requirements for AIFs and UCITS should not be applied indiscriminately on a co-extensive basis. 
We would also note the mixed messaging from ESMA here, saying alignment of AIFMD and UCITS is good for reporting purposes. Paragraph 51 states that “[t]he new AIFMD and UCITS Directive present a key opportunity to advance the integration of supervisory reporting across the asset management sector. A central assumption is that the alignment of reporting requirements under both frameworks could serve as a foundational step toward a more consistent and harmonised reporting landscape at the Union level.”
Firstly, we would challenge the assumption that these reporting frameworks should be aligned and that such alignment would lead to an improved reporting landscape. While it may be technically correct that aligning AIFMD and UCITS reporting requirements could create more consistency, if doing so increases the reporting burden on industry without any demonstrable benefit and importantly, without giving regulators more meaningful reporting data, then we believe that such an assumption would run counter to the stated goal of benefitting industry through reducing administrative burden.
When it comes to UCITS and AIFMD, these regimes primarily deal with different types of investors and different types of assets, and that alignment may not be beneficial. 
Secondly, we take note of ESMA’s advice on the review of the UCITS Eligible Assets Directive (EAD) advice from June 2025.[footnoteRef:3] In contrast to advocating alignment between the UCITS Directive and AIFMD, ESMA recommended that there should be a clear delineation between the reporting requirements with respect to the two different asset management frameworks and that UCITS funds whose approach resemble an alternative investment strategy should be authorised under AIFMD. We believe such mixed messaging creates confusion in this broader discussion. [3:  Final Report, Technical advice to the European Commission on the review of the UCITS Eligible Assets Directive. Available at: https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2025-06/ESMA34-2087785638-1548_Final_report_on_the_Technical_Advice_on_the_review_of_the_UCITS_EAD.pdf ] 

<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_2>

What challenges arising from overlapping EU-level and national reporting obligations (e.g. under AIFMD, UCITS, MMFR) does your institution experience? Please describe specific reporting overlaps and their operational impact quantifying and providing examples of redundant submissions.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_3>
We note that paragraph 45 states: “[d]ata gaps in reporting make supervision less effective. For instance, in the current version of the AIFMD reporting template there are no specific categories further defining alternative funds (such as MMFs and ELTIFs). As a result, depending on the country, a large share of the funds fall into the "other" category, potentially depriving supervisors of relevant information.”
The same point is raised in section 5, paragraph 130 which states as follows:
“Standardising fund classification across reporting frameworks is essential to improve consistency, comparability, and reduce reporting complexities for fund managers and regulators alike. Developing a harmonised classification taxonomy should include standardised categories for fund type, investment strategy or legal structure. As regulators collect information on the key characteristics of each fund managed or marketed in the EU, a centralised database acting as single repository for storing key fund characteristics may be envisaged.”
We agree that introducing fund classification across reporting frameworks may help to improve comparability between different funds. AIMA would be pleased to contribute to the development of such a classification system in the future looking at factors such as key characteristics of funds and legal structure.
We agree with the principle outlined in paragraph 49, i.e. “define once, report once” which according to the consultation “means that the report will consider the development of a common language and dictionary for ‘define once’ as well as the analysis of architectures to facilitate ‘report once’.” We would caution however that this principle should not be used to conflate transactional reporting items with periodic reporting items. It is foreseeable that periodic reporting fields will rely on more than the sum of a series of transactional reporting data since not all types of assets are required to be reported on a transactional basis. Therefore, transactional data cannot be substituted for periodic reporting purposes.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_3>

Do you support the objective of developing a more integrated reporting framework covering AIFMD, UCITS, MMFR, and ECB statistical reporting? What are the key obstacles or risks linked to integrating fund reporting frameworks?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_4>
Yes, we support the development of a more integrated reporting framework but we would stress that the actual content of that framework must be suitable and appropriate. We do not support the development of an integrated reporting framework which would require fund managers to disclose an onerous and burdensome level of information for no apparent benefit other than simply having a single framework.
It is important to recall that existing reporting requirements on investment funds (“IFs”) in the EU do not apply in a uniform way to all reporting entities. 
The AIFMD framework currently in place (i.e. original Directive) requires reporting from AIFMs on the “main instruments and principal exposures” that the fund(s) hold(s) under Article 24. Following the recent AIFMD review, Article 24 has been widened to include “information on the instruments in which it is trading, on markets of which it is a member or where it actively trades, and on the exposures and assets of the AIF.” 
In other words, whereas AIFMs currently report on "principal" markets, "main" instruments traded in and "principal" exposures, the new Article 24(1) of AIFMD (and its UCITS equivalent in Article 20a of the UCITS Directive) will require managers to report to their NCA on all markets, instruments and exposures, including identifiers to connect this data to supervisory or public data sources. 
One of the requirements on risk reporting is also widened for AIFMs (other than sub-threshold AIFMs). These managers will be obliged to report on the "current risk profile of the [fund] including the market risk, liquidity risk, counterparty risk, other risks including operational risk, and the total amount of leverage employed by the [fund]" under Article 24(2)(c).
This widening of the granularity of reporting requirements will become applicable from April 2027. The updated framework is also subject to some pending Level 2 technical standards which will specify the details on the information to be provided, the level of standardisation of the information and reporting frequency. These requirements under Article 24 of AIFMD apply to both EU and non-EU AIFMs.
Further, the AIFMD framework provides for a lighter regime for sub-threshold funds, i.e., AIFMs where the cumulative AIFs under management fall below a threshold of €100 million and for AIFMs that manage only unleveraged AIFs that do not grant investors redemption rights during a period of 5 years where the cumulative AIFs under management fall below a threshold of €500 million. Under the AIFMD regime (both original and updated following the recent review), those AIFMs will provide their NCAs with relevant information regarding the main instruments in which they are trading and on the principal exposures and most important concentrations of the AIFs they manage.
In July 2024, the ECB Regulation on statistics on investment funds was published in the Official Journal of the EU and will apply from December 2025.[footnoteRef:4] Unlike the existing ECB reporting requirements, the Regulation applies directly to in-scope IFs and includes AIFs and UCITS that are “resident” in the territory of the euro area Member States. In other words, this is only applicable to a sub-set of EU AIFs and UCITS. Non-EU AIFs and EU AIFs established outside the euro area Member States are out of scope.  [4:  Regulation 2024/1988 of the European Central Bank (“ECB”) concerning statistics on investment funds. ] 

The Regulation establishes the reporting requirements for IFs, and in certain cases other financial intermediaries (“OFIs”) and monetary financial institutions (“MFIs”), with regard to statistical information on their assets, liabilities, income received, dividends paid by the IF and fees paid by the shareholders to the IF. For the purposes of end-of-month stock data on the assets and liabilities, the IF must report security-by-security information for debt securities, equity securities and IF shares/units, including ISIN code, issuer code and issuer location.
For those categories of IFs subject to ECB Regulation, adding look through principles required for systemic risk reporting will be an extra layer of reporting requirements. Similarly, adding ECB Regulation reporting requirements to all IFs (including those outside euro area Member States) increases requirements for all non-euro area funds. 
There does not appear to be any suggestion that layering on the position-level reporting will eliminate the heavy reporting burden of the rest of the existing form requirements and in fact suggests increasing the frequency of the rest of the existing AIFMD reporting requirements to monthly (or at least more frequently for those who are annual or semi-annual filers even if quarterly filers do not change to monthly).  In all events more frequent filing of existing requirements is a substantial additional reporting burden.
As is the case currently, NCAs will still be able to require additional reporting from AIFMs (after the entry into force of the AIFMD review) where necessary to monitor systemic risk effectively. Adding national requirements also adds a new reporting layer for all funds not located (or currently reporting under Article 42 in) that country. 
On this question of national requirements (as provided for under AIFMD), it is important to note that ESMA cannot change the level 1 requirements indirectly by incorporating national requirements into the EU-wide framework.  More specifically, ESMA published guidance in 2017[footnoteRef:5]  acknowledging that the level 1 AIFMD did not specifically require the disclosure of information of non-EU master funds which are not separately marketed in the EU. Instead, ESMA suggested strongly that NCAs should consider using their powers under Article 25 to require that reporting under national law regardless of the requirements under AIFMD. Any move now to incorporate such a national requirement adopted under Article 25 as a new requirement for all AIFMs - regardless of whether the relevant NCA chose to adopt such a requirement itself - is indirectly changing the requirements of the level 1 text across the board. This is a power that neither the European Commission nor ESMA has on its own. Such a change could have been made as part of the recent AIFMD review and was in fact suggested by ESMA. This was not introduced in the revised Directive and must not be introduced through a backdoor approach. [5:  ESMA Q&A, section 3, Q1, available at : www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma34-32-352_qa_aifmd.pdf ] 

We have extrapolated these differing reporting requirements for IFs in the EU into a table in the attached Annex. The consultation paper raises the prospect that adopting a single approach involving instrument-by-instrument data along the lines of the ECB standard would confer advantages on industry as fund managers are already providing such information in any event. We believe that this table shows clearly that such an assertion is incorrect.
Taking these different standards and levelling them all up to a higher reporting requirement across the board is fundamentally inconsistent with the principle of simplification and burden reduction. That is the key obstacle to integrating these reporting frameworks in the manner suggested in the consultation.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_4>

Please list your preferred option of those listed in this section and highlight any other option or combination of the ones listed here that you consider effective. In your response, please outline the main expected costs and benefits associated with the options proposed, and identify any preconditions or phased implementation steps that would be necessary to ensure feasibility and proportionality.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_5>
Of the options presented here, we agree with the principle put forward in option IR2: “a new single EU-wide reporting structure would replace all existing EU and national-level reporting obligations under the AIFMD, UCITS Directive, MMFR, and statistical frameworks. The objective would be to streamline both supervisory and statistical data collection and significantly reduce the reporting burden for fund managers and possibly for authorities as well.”
AIMA does support the development of an integrated approach with a centralised reporting system at EU level. We believe a better approach in the discussion on streamlining reporting requirements should be to focus on simplification and centralisation of reporting to ESMA. NCAs should be always able to obtain information under existing laws but ESMA should be the primary reporting point from which NCAs obtain the requisite data. Under this option, all fund managers and reporting entities would submit their data directly to the centralised system, which would then grant access to the necessary information to the national and European authorities that have the relevant rights to access it. This automatically creates harmonisation in reporting as even the most detailed harmonisation efforts based on legal definitions have still produced divergences in practice or technology.
We underline however that centralising reporting to a single repository should not be conflated with centralisation of supervision. This is a separate question which is outside the scope of this consultation.
We do not agree with option 1, i.e., that AIFMD and UCITS reporting forms should be one and the same. This would lead to a maximalist approach and increase both the level of reporting and the frequency compared to having them kept separate. We could consider however that such reporting forms be aligned where common data points appear in both to allow direct comparisons on those overlapping points while easing burdens and reducing costs for industry.
We note that option 3 presented here would appear to worsen the problem – full integrated reporting framework including specific national reporting requirements – for the reasons outlined above in our response to Question 4, i.e., a layering of reporting requirements.
In addition to actual reporting burden, there is the question of additional cost in complying with new requirements. If such a layering of reporting is adopted, as put forward in the consultation, then the ongoing cost of ECB reporting will be added to all non-euro area funds and any changes to the methodology for position level reporting will mean further costs in relation to funds already undertaking ECB reporting (closely following the one-off implementation costs of the recently adopted ECB reporting changes). Similar additional costs for national requirements for funds not currently subject to those.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_5>

To what extent should the integration or alignment of supervisory and statistical reporting extend beyond the asset management frameworks, such as EMIR, SFTR, or MiFID/MiFIR? What challenges do you foresee? Are there additional reporting regimes that should be considered for future alignment with asset management reporting?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_6>
Yes we believe the integration and alignment of supervisory and statistical reporting should extend beyond the asset management framework. This should include commonality of definitions where applicable, commonality of centralised reporting and common reporting standards.
We provide further information on reporting frameworks outside the asset management sector in our response to the related ESMA call for evidence on simplification of transaction reporting.[footnoteRef:6] The various and often conflicting requirements flowing from AIFMD, MiFID and the UCITS Directive create overlaps and duplication in regulatory reporting. Over the past few years we have seen a steady increase in the quantity and granularity of information that is communicated from investment fund managers to regulators. [6:  AIMA’s response to ESMA’s call for evidence on a comprehensive approach for the simplification of financial transaction reporting, 19 September 2025.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk209173059]One of the most fundamental challenges for our members lies in how transaction reporting is structured under the Markets in Financial Instruments Regulation (“MiFIR”) for buy-side investment firms and in the functioning of the European Market Infrastructure Regulation’s (“EMIR”) 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 reflecting the true flow of data in the market and enhancing international competitiveness. Without such structural changes in how reporting obligations are allocated incremental improvements risk placing disproportionate burdens on firms that lack necessary resources and infrastructure.
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. 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 been mandated to assess under Article 46 of the MiFIR Review.
Similarly, the dual-sided nature of EMIR reporting creates a number of significant operational and compliance challenges. Despite the use of delegation, buy-side firms remain legally accountable for the accuracy and completeness of reports submitted on their behalf and are expected to conduct rigorous oversight, despite often having limited visibility into the data being transmitted and tools to address errors in a timely manner. AIMA believes that the EU should transition to a single-sided reporting model where the sell-side counterparty is in the first instance responsible for submitting a report, something that could be achieved by establishing a defined reporting hierarchy. The challenges noted under EMIR apply to the Securities Financing Transactions Regulation (SFTR) as well, though the lower trade volumes under SFTR make these issues less acute. 
In addition, we believe centralisation could deliver meaningful improvements in the context of net short position reporting under the Short Selling Regulation (“SSR”). While the reporting threshold for net short positions has been harmonised across Member States at 0.1% of issued share capital, with incremental reporting required for each 0.1% thereafter, the mechanics of reporting remain fragmented. With 27 distinct national laws and reporting protocols, firms currently face a patchwork of portals, formats and submission processes. This produces unnecessary transaction costs, legal ambiguity and operational complexity. We believe that a single, EU‑wide reporting portal should be established which is operated by ESMA and consolidates these requirements into a consistent interface. This would streamline reporting, improve reporting accuracy and reduce administrative burdens on firms.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_6>

How should this approach be implemented to ensure proportionality, efficiency, and data quality?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_7>
We believe that the question of integration of regulatory reporting should not lose sight of the two overarching goals of this project, i.e., providing regulators with meaningful and workable data in order to monitor and identify risk, and also providing burden reduction to industry. As expressed above, there would appear to be a push to simply level-up all reporting requirements to the most granular standard as an overly-simplistic way to try and achieve this.
Regulatory reporting should be grounded in a clear and pragmatic understanding of what such data can, and crucially, cannot, achieve. While the goal is often framed as enabling regulators to identify and monitor systemic risks, the reality is that pinpointing such risks in advance is an inherently uncertain, if not impossible, task, even with vast quantities of real time or near real time data.  Systemic risk typically emerges from complex interconnections, feedback loops and behavioural responses that are difficult to model, let alone predict. 
The reality is that in the context of this discussion, data collected is often drawn from only a narrow segment of the market, in this case investment funds, while excluding other critical parts of the financial ecosystem such as banks, insurers, pension funds, corporates and sovereign actors. Attempting to identify systemic risk based on a partial, non-representative snapshot can create a false sense of precision while failing to capture the dynamics that actually drive instability across the system as a whole. Without visibility into the broader set of market participants and their interactions, even the best designed reporting regime will struggle to yield meaningful insights into where true systemic vulnerabilities might lie.
Systemic risk reporting regimes must be designed with realistic objectives, focused on improving high-level situational awareness, rather than becoming expansive data collection exercises in search of hypothetical risks. What is being put forward here in the consultation would entail a disproportionate burden on reporting firms and would not provide regulators with the full picture necessary for identifying systemic risk. 
We would therefore urge ESMA and the European Commission to focus on how the integration of the funds reporting framework can fit into this overall picture (while simultaneously providing simplification and burden reduction for industry) in terms of how the totality of actors in the financial ecosystem interact. We appreciate this means further exploration of the data reporting frameworks beyond the funds sector, and we would be pleased to contribute to such a discussion.
[bookmark: _Hlk207547944]In brief, the design of such a reporting framework should reflect how risk is actually understood and managed by investors. Systemic risk arises not from isolated exposures, but from the ways in which risks are aggregated across portfolios and firms. To be useful, the data collected must therefore be composable and aggregable, that is, capable of being meaningfully combined and adjusted to reflect portfolio-level exposures, concentrations and risk characteristics. This requires reporting frameworks to be designed with flexibility and clarity, enabling regulators to perform basic risk transformations such as adjusting for leverage, liquidity, credit quality or sectoral overlap. Without this, data may be voluminous but ultimately opaque and unable to support effective supervisory analysis or oversight. 
Constructing such a framework is beyond the scope of this consultation, but we would encourage ESMA to see this consultation project as a first step in that direction.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_7>

How can semantic data integration best be achieved across reporting frameworks? Please identify areas where alignment would be most beneficial?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_8>
As a general point, the data submitted through the Annex IV report is highly (market) sensitive and confidential. Should the information fall into the hands of bad actors, e.g., cyber criminals, it could lead to irreversible financial and reputational damage to the AIFM, the AIF and its investors. 
Therefore, the reporting standard should issue and require AIFMs to use confidential alphanumeric identifiers for the AIFM and its AIFs on Annex IV. Fields seeking AIFM and AIF identifying information should be removed. 
The separation of data and identity would make it more difficult for bad actors to use this information for malicious purposes. Such safeguards would help ensure the European Commission and NCAs are best able to protect the information gathered from cybersecurity threats. 
To mitigate cyber breaches, AIMA recommends that the reporting framework incorporate protections within the design of the form and reporting systems. This could be achieved by replacing any identifying information with a centralised alphanumeric code of a single EU-wide style that can be issued by ESMA to individual AIFMs. The identity of the filer will only be known to the issuer, ESMA and the respective NCA. 
Should this recommendation be implemented, it would replace fields 16-19 and 22-25 of the AIFM reporting file and fields 16-18, 24-32 and 33-40 of the AIF reporting file. 
In the alternative, the AIFM/AIF national codes could be retained, the rest of the identifying fields above being removed. This would have a similar result but would leave the distribution of the codes de-centralised.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_8>

Which of the proposed options do you consider most efficient? If possible, please quantify the expected cost and benefits for each option. Would you support an alternative option involving additional actors, such as centralised reporting infrastructures?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_9>
We agree in principle with Option 3, i.e., a centralised reporting system at the EU level. We emphasise that we support this option based on the considerations outlined above, i.e., that it is not used as a step towards central supervision and also that such an architecture would be developed on the basis of the principle of “define once, report once.” We would also underline that such an architecture must include the ability for NCAs to be able to add their additional Article 25 and national private placement regimes (NPPR) requirements based on the same reporting methodology and technology to ensure seamless transfer of data.
The most basic starting point in this discussion should be an increasing focus on simplification and centralisation of reporting to ESMA. Of course, NCAs should be always able to obtain information under existing laws but ESMA should be the primary reporting point from which NCAs obtain the requisite data. This automatically creates harmonisation in reporting as even the most detailed harmonisation efforts based on legal definitions have still produced divergences in practice or technology.
What we would like to see as an industry is a holistic approach whereby information that is reported is streamlined and collated between different arms of the regulator and between regulators themselves. This would allow for efficiency in both providing and using the information. Going forward, we believe that authorities could make better use of the data that is already reported, including disclosing to industry at what levels such data is being analysed and to what purposes they are using it.
The alternative investment industry is global in nature. Having an approach whereby fund managers report the same information but in different formats in different jurisdictions is an unnecessary burden that can and should be avoided. This is also in line with our call for the EU to show global leadership by pursuing an open, strategic approach to business.
The international dimension of systemic risk reporting should be considered as part of the EU’s simplification and burden reduction agenda. The systemic risk reporting template in the U.S. – the Form PF - is currently being reviewed with a view to requesting less information from industry.  Similarly, in the UK, the FCA is continuing its work to revise Annex IV. 
In its recent report on leverage in non-bank financial intermediation, the Financial Stability Board (“FSB”) suggested that, when national authorities are reviewing their individual systemic risk monitoring regimes:
“authorities should take steps, where appropriate and feasible, to improve international consistency in the definition and calculation of the toolkit metrics, particularly those that best capture financial stability risks created by NBFI leverage in their jurisdiction, as well as risks that may spill over from and to other jurisdictions. Authorities should also consider experiences and good practices in other jurisdictions, e.g. on the use of data and metrics, including considering [International Organization of Securities Commission’s (“IOSCO”)] Recommendations for a framework assessing leverage in investment funds.” 
We strongly believe that the greatest value from this exercise will be achieved if regulators across the major asset management and fund jurisdictions agree on a common simplified approach that allows direct and immediate comparisons and aggregation. The FSB Report echoes this sentiment: 
“[t]o facilitate effective monitoring across jurisdictions and minimise unnecessary reporting burdens for market participants, authorities should take steps to improve international consistency in definitions and methodologies for the calculation of toolkit metrics….” 
AIMA is of the view that the best approach to achieving a simplified, yet robust, framework is to develop a template which eliminates fields with limited systemic risk value, while emphasising meaningful data points regarding exposures, liquidity positioning and risk metrics. AIMA has worked with its members to develop a systemic risk reporting concept paper discussing our vision of what the key information required for systemic risk monitoring is.
Such a template should focus on the drivers of systemic risk: asset class exposures, leverage (gross and adjusted), counterparty interconnectedness, liquidity mismatches and potential funding strains (as captured through margin metrics). To the extent possible, it should reflect current industry practice of risk-reporting to investors. This approach avoids overly granular data burdens while providing regulators with a clear risk snapshot across strategies and asset types. Pursuing such an approach would both address regulators’ concerns around monitoring risk as well as delivering simplification for industry, precisely the stated goals of the current consultation. 
We are keen to discuss this with staff at ESMA and the European Commission.  There is a unique and limited time opportunity for the key asset management jurisdictions to take up the challenge set down by the FSB discussed above.  
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_9>

How important is it to retain the supervising NCA as an intermediary between the reporting entity and the centralised system in the reporting process?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_10>
We do not believe it is necessary or desirable to retain the supervising NCA as an intermediary between the AIFM and ESMA for the purposes of centralised reporting.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_10>

Are there any other data sharing arrangements, either within or beyond asset management, that you believe would be beneficial for burden reduction?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_11>
As we outline in our answer to question 9, the international dimension is crucial here as the financial ecosystem is global in nature. Hence, we believe that any data sharing arrangement must be developed with a view to having internationally cooperability involving consistent definitions and data content. This is necessary to have full market system risk analysis and monitoring.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_11>

Would a phased implementation of the potential changes outlined in the sections on “Integrated reporting” and “Reporting flows and data sharing” help ensure proportionality and facilitate smoother transition?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_12>
While phased implementation may have advantages in terms of allowing stakeholders time to adjust to new requirements, we would caution against any method of implementation that would mean regular or constant changes in practice to the reporting obligations from industry. Such an implementation would involve increased costs and bring uncertainty. Implementation via a more direct method may be preferable.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_12>

Do you consider that it would be beneficial to introduce a common standard, such as ISO 20022, across all reporting obligations within the asset management domain? What would be the costs and benefits for reporting entities of transitioning all reported data to a single standard? If ISO 20022 is not the preferred solution, what alternatives could be considered?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_13>

What would be the main advantages and disadvantages of using respective syntaxes (XML, JSON, XBRL) for reporting frameworks in the asset management sector?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_14>
We would see merit in exploring a standardisation of reporting formats to XML, based on proven effectiveness in other reporting systems 
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_14>

Would an increase of data granularity contribute to improved data quality, usability and reduced duplications? To what extent can the greater use of international standards (e.g. CFI codes, LEIs) and master data reduce the compliance costs and improve interoperability in regulatory reporting?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_15>
No, we do not believe that an increase of data granularity will contribute to improved data quality, usability and reduced duplications. We note that at several sections in the consultation document, ESMA has made the conclusion that this would automatically be the case, in particular in paragraphs 205, 206 and 211.
Notably, paragraph 206 states that “granular data collection…. would be easier and cheaper to report than transformed or aggregated information.” We would question this assertion and would also ask ESMA to provide an explanation for the basis of this assessment. It is the view of our members that having to change current reporting processes to provide more granular data to regulators would not in fact be “easier and cheaper.” The approach outlined in paragraph 211 – security-by-security granularity where each financial instrument held by a fund is reported individually, using identifiers such as ISINs – would in fact be more costly and time-consuming.
Supervisory comfort with instrument-level data often assumes that positions can be uniquely and consistently identified, typically via ISINs. While such a model works reasonably well for plain-vanilla equities and bonds, it works much less well for alternative strategies whose investable universe spans bilateral loans, club loans, asset-based finance, trade receivables, real-asset participations, litigation claims, insurance-linked instruments, carbon credits, and other bespoke exposures. In many of these markets, ISINs either do not exist, are inconsistently assigned, or capture only a small portion of the economic substance.
If we take private credit as an example, large syndicated loans sometimes receive Committee on Uniform Securities Identification Procedures (CUSIPs)/ISINs through registration services. Even in this space however, identifiers are facility-level and differ by tranche while the coverage tails off rapidly as one moves into bilateral, club, or highly bespoke structures - precisely where AIFs are most active. The identifier, where it exists, can lag new-money or amendment-and-extend cycles and may fail to reflect covenant packages, step-ups, earn-outs, and other economically material terms. For facilities without any security-master identifier, “instrument-level” reporting devolves into free-text fields or ad-hoc internal identifiers that are not comparable across reporters. The result is a profusion of non-harmonised entries that regulators cannot aggregate without manual reconciliation or costly data vendor intermediation. 
Similarly, real-asset strategies raise parallel issues. An AIF’s “instrument” may be an equity or partnership interest in a project vehicle, a revenue-sharing right, a long-term offtake contract, a capacity payment strip, or a royalty interest. None of these map cleanly to a single standard security identifier; many are contractually bespoke; some are embedded rights within broader shareholders’ agreements. In those cases where a wrapper has an ISIN (e.g., a note issued by an SPV), the ISIN says nothing about the underlying operating or regulatory risk that dominates the exposure, and it says even less about lifecycle transitions (completion, refinancing, step-in) that change the risk profile over time.
Data granularity mismatch amplifies this problem. Instrument-level fields geared to listed securities (identifier, currency, notional, maturity) do not capture the covenant detail, collateral hierarchy, or performance triggers that supervisors actually need to understand credit risk. Attempting to expand the template to capture “all relevant credit terms” would recreate in a piecemeal manner the level of detail that one normally finds in credit agreements and security documents, an exercise that is not scalable, raises confidentiality concerns and will not allow for comparability across bespoke deals.
A further lifecycle challenge arises because private instruments undergo changes frequently. These often come in the form of amendments, waivers, facility upsizes, payment-in-kind (PIK) toggles, margin ratchets, collateral substitutions, and intercreditor changes are routine. If instrument-level reporting expects a new “instrument record” or a refreshed set of terms at each change, firms will face a continuous reporting treadmill, while supervisors receive multiple partially overlapping records whose linkages are hard to maintain.
Even when a standard identifier exists, cross-regime duplication and divergence creep in. For example, a loan exposure may appear in prudential templates, securitisation disclosures, and (if hedged) in EMIR data. Each regime uses different data dictionaries and governs different submitters and timelines. Imposing another instrument-level duty under AIFMD will increase reconciliation friction without a clear marginal benefit unless ESMA provides a reference model that lets NCAs join up these datasets.
While we question the proposed data collection method, we strongly dispute the assertion put forward in paragraph 211 that such a granular approach would enable “analytical flexibility” and “robust portfolio monitoring.” As we explain above in our answers to questions 7 and 9, the design of any new reporting framework should reflect how risk is actually understood and managed by investors. Systemic risk arises not from isolated exposures, but from the ways in which risks are aggregated across portfolios and firms. To be useful, the data collected must therefore be composable and aggregable, that is, capable of being meaningfully combined and adjusted to reflect portfolio-level exposures, concentrations and risk characteristics.
It is the meaningful nature of the data – and not simply the dumping of a huge volume of data – that allows regulators to carry out portfolio monitoring with a view to identifying and monitoring systemic risk. We believe that disclosure of data by itself is not conducive to monitoring risk as the data itself will necessarily need to be transformed into meaningful metrics. It is the actual development of these metrics that gets to the heart of the issue. We explore this issue more in our answer to question 16 below.
We note that the consultation document puts forward 2 options here, SS1: full security-by security reporting and SS2: partial security-by security reporting. While we do not support either of these options, we note that option 1, full security-by-security reporting, includes the requirement to report all exposures and financial assets on a security basis. This is different from the ECB reporting framework which does not require such a look through approach needed to do a proper exposure analysis. Moving to exposures over simple position listings (as per ECB framework requirements) would therefore involve layering ECB requirements with existing exposure related requirements (albeit in substantially more detail and granularity than currently). As a result, no overlaps have been reduced and overall reporting burdens have been substantially increased.
[bookmark: _Hlk204190696]On a broader point, while ESMA considers that security-by-security granularity is considered a cornerstone for the harmonisation of supervisory and statistical reporting, it is important to note that this is not the case outside the EU, for example in the U.S. and the UK. If either of these options put forward in the consultation were to be adopted, it would mean that the EU would diverge from international standards, most notably the OECD 2019 principles.[footnoteRef:7] This would mean removing compatibility with the U.S. and the UK standards and in the process, it would make the EU a less competitive location in which to do business.  [7:  International Organization of Securities Commissions (“IOSCO”) published a two-step framework designed to facilitate monitoring of leverage in investment funds that could potentially pose risks to financial stability. The framework, outlined in their report on Recommendations for a Framework Assessing Leverage in Investment Funds, December 2019.] 

In the U.S., the revised version of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission’s (SEC) systemic risk reporting template, Form PF, seeks information on gross asset value, net asset value, investor capital flows, liquidity management, beneficial ownership breakdown, borrowings, fair value hierarchy, performance breakdowns, strategy categories, counterparties and collateral, trading and clearing mechanisms for all funds. For the largest hedge funds, additional data is required, namely, aggregate monthly exposures by sub-asset class, monthly net long and net short currency exposure, monthly turnover by asset class, country and industry exposures, portfolio liquidity, unencumbered cash, exposures to reference assets by sub-asset class and instrument type, counterparty exposures by asset class and collateral posted.[footnoteRef:8] The U.S. SEC has recently announced its intention to revise Form PF with a view to making the reporting burden lighter on funds and questioning whether the amount of data collected should be reduced, i.e., seemingly going in the opposite direction of the EU.[footnoteRef:9]  [8:  SEC, “Form PF; Reporting Requirements for All Filers and Large Hedge Fund Advisers”, 89 FR 17984 (Mar. 12, 2024).]  [9:  Securities & Exchange Commission, Statement at Open Meeting on Further Extension of the Form PF Compliance Date, 11 June 2025. Available at: https://www.sec.gov/newsroom/speeches-statements/atkins-statement-open-meeting-061125 ] 

<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_15>

What are your views on implementing security-by-security as the baseline granularity? What are the main benefits and costs of the presented options? What solutions should be envisaged to ensure a proportionate approach?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_16>
We do not agree that security-by-security reporting should be the baseline.
[bookmark: _Hlk204191006]We appreciate that regulators would like to have as much detailed information as possible, but such asks are often founded on the misperception that with the instrument-level data the regulator will have the greatest chance of identifying systemic risk. We would stress that it is possible to deliver more relevant information to regulators than is currently the case without having to disclose position and instrument-level data. 
Firstly, from a risk-identification perspective, a mere listing of the holdings of a fund is often unhelpful on its own when trying to understand the type or types of exposure a fund has. For example, the fact that a fund has shares in another fund or a holding in a total return swap reveals nothing about what risks the find is actually exposed to. To get that understanding, one must also collect aggregate exposure information. Importantly, however, the reverse is not true.  It is not necessary to have the simple list of holdings in order to understand the exposure data we are proposing.
Secondly, security-by-security reporting poses many challenges which do not appear to have been considered in the consultation document. A central problem in mandating instrument-level reporting for AIFs lies in the fact that many AIFs do not hold their investments directly. Instead, they often employ holding vehicles, special purpose vehicles (SPVs), trading subsidiaries, or fund-of-funds structures. These intermediating layers are not incidental: they are essential components of modern fund structuring, used to address tax, regulatory, financing, governance, or operational considerations. From a prudential or risk-assessment perspective, however, this means that reporting the instrument positions at the level of the AIF itself may provide little genuine insight into the portfolio’s underlying exposures.
[bookmark: _Hlk209177384]Consider, for example, an AIF investing in infrastructure equity through a Luxembourg SPV. The AIF’s “direct holding” is an equity interest in the SPV, but the ultimate exposure is to the infrastructure asset. Instrument-level reporting that captures only the SPV equity interest fails to convey the nature of the underlying risk. Conversely, a requirement to “look through” the SPV to capture the asset position would be more informative, but would create significant operational and conceptual difficulties:
· Defining the reporting boundary: It is not clear at which layer the look through obligation should stop. Many funds employ multi-tier SPV structures, each established for legitimate reasons (financing arrangements, joint-venture governance, or cross-border legal considerations). Would an AIF be required for example to report on every intermediate layer, or only on the ultimate operating company or asset? In the absence of very precise guidance, firms would make different interpretative choices, undermining data comparability and leading to inconsistent reporting.

· Practical impossibility in fund-of-funds: For AIFs structured as funds-of-funds, this problem is compounded. AIFs generally have no legal right to obtain detailed position-level data from the funds in which they invest, unless the manager has specifically negotiated for such access. Even where transparency agreements exist, they may not extend to the level of granularity envisaged by ESMA. It would be unreasonable and disproportionate to expect AIFs to compel underlying funds to furnish data when those funds are not themselves legally obligated to do so.

· Duplicative costs without commensurate benefit: Attempting to implement look through reporting across layers would create an extensive compliance burden. Systems would need to be built to consolidate position data across multiple entities, potentially in different jurisdictions with different accounting standards. Data collection from third-party funds would require bespoke legal arrangements, if achievable at all. The incremental benefit to supervisors, who may still end up with incomplete or inconsistent data, would be small relative to the substantial costs imposed on the industry.

· Supervisory usability: Even if look through data were provided, supervisors would face the challenge of aggregating and reconciling positions across multiple layers, each reported at different valuation bases or with timing mismatches. This could easily lead to a situation where the reported data appear incoherent or misleading rather than illuminating.
The practical outcome of requiring instrument-level reporting in these circumstances would likely be that regulators receive reams of information about SPV shares, partnership units, or fund participations—without any ability to infer the true economic exposure. Forcing a costly look through exercise across layers of structures meanwhile risks producing inconsistent and incomplete results that would not materially enhance regulators’ ability to assess systemic risk.
The better approach, in our view, is to rely on existing reporting at the level of the AIF’s primary exposures, supplemented by thematic or ad-hoc data collection exercises where necessary. Supervisors should avoid trying to capture full instrument-level data for every ultimate investment, and instead acknowledge that for certain structures (SPVs, subsidiaries, fund-of-funds) only partial transparency is feasible and proportionate. We expand more on this below.
[bookmark: _Hlk209177442]Another equally important obstacle arises in the treatment of over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives. Even where an AIF directly holds an instrument, the reporting of “instrument-level data” is unlikely to be sufficient to convey the true risk of bespoke OTC contracts unless the reporting framework simultaneously specifies, in granular detail, the reference data elements that must accompany each instrument.
To illustrate this point, consider an exotic option written on a basket of credit indices with path-dependent features. Simply reporting “option on credit index” as the instrument provides almost no supervisory insight. The regulator would need to know the following:
· The exact underlyings (indices, baskets, single names).
· The notional size and maturity.
· The payoff profile (strike, barriers, leverage factors, etc.).
· The counterparty and collateralisation terms.
· The valuation methodology.
Without this detail, the supervisory picture remains opaque. If ESMA were to attempt to prescribe a reference data taxonomy sufficiently rich to capture such instruments, we fear that the system quickly becomes unmanageable for the following reasons.
· Multiplicity of contract types: The OTC derivatives market is characterised by constant innovation. New structures are regularly developed to meet client or hedging needs. Any static taxonomy of reference data will likely be out of date soon after it is published, leaving gaps in coverage and ambiguity in reporting.

· Overlaps with existing reporting regimes: Detailed transaction and reference data for derivatives are already reported under EMIR and MiFIR. Imposing a parallel requirement under AIFMD risks duplication, inconsistency, and reconciliation challenges. It is unclear how the new reporting would interact with existing repositories of derivatives data and whether supervisors would have the capacity to reconcile the different streams.

· Bureaucratic complexity: To cover every relevant risk element of an OTC derivative, ESMA would need to mandate the reporting of dozens, if not hundreds, of data fields. This would turn AIFMD reporting into a second EMIR, with managers forced to duplicate systems development and operational resources. For smaller managers, this would be particularly disproportionate and would act as a barrier to entry.
In the absence of extremely detailed and burdensome reference data requirements, reporting of OTC derivative “instruments” at the AIF level would produce incomplete and misleading information. Yet if ESMA attempts to create such requirements, the reporting burden would quickly become disproportionate and duplicative. This tension suggests that the instrument-level approach is fundamentally ill-suited for OTC derivatives within AIFMD reporting.
Lastly, digital-asset strategies introduce an additional, distinct layer of complexity that standard ISIN-centric templates cannot absorb. Looking simply at identification - in the EU, the Markets in Crypto-Assets Regulation (MiCA) builds a regulatory perimeter for crypto-assets and ESMA has moved toward using the ISO 24165 Digital Token Identifier (DTI) to uniquely tag tokens. While we welcome this progress, it does not solve several structural issues that matter for AIF reporting.
There may be multiple wrappers per exposure for example. A single economic exposure might manifest as a native token (with a DTI), a wrapped version on another chain, a staked receipt token, and a liquidity-pool (LP) position that itself issues a claim on a basket of assets. Each leg might have (or lack) a distinct identifier; bridges can introduce synthetic assets; and protocol upgrades can change contract addresses. Without a supervisory mapping between native assets, wrapped tokens, and derivative receipts, “instrument-level” snapshots risk double-counting or missing material links.
As a solution to these issues, AIMA is of the view that the best approach to achieving a simplified, yet robust, framework is to develop a template which eliminates fields with limited systemic risk value, while emphasising meaningful data points regarding exposures, liquidity positioning and risk metrics.  As already discussed in our response to question 9, AIMA has developed a framework for what the key information required for systemic risk monitoring is.
As part of such a framework, there should be meaningful context given to the asset class information. Regulators should collect some broad strategy information, asking fund manager to select appropriate primary and secondary strategies applicable to each fund. This could include the following: 
· Equity long/short;
· Macro;
· Credit;
· Quantitative/systematic;
· Event driven;
· Multi-strategy; and
· Other (specify).
We provide more details on our proposal below under Questions 19 and 24.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_16>

With respect to share classes, what data should be considered for reporting at the share class level? What operational challenges do you face when reporting at the share class level?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_17>

In your opinion, is it feasible to substitute aggregated reporting data with more granular data within supervisory and statistical reporting frameworks? If yes, what kind of data?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_18>
No, for the reasons we outlined earlier, in particular our answer to Question 16.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_18>

What additional areas should be investigated under the integrated reporting initiative in terms of data granularity and standardisation?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_19>
As we outline in our answer to Question 16 above, AIMA has developed a framework for what the key information required for systemic risk monitoring is. We outline above the need for meaningful context given to the asset class information. Regulators should collect some broad strategy information, asking fund manager to select appropriate primary and secondary strategies applicable to each fund.
In addition, exposure should be reported in various slices. Fund-level data points should include the following:
1.	The absolute value of all long positions;
2.	The absolute value of all short positions;
3.	The net absolute value of all positions;
4.	The absolute value of all long positions multiplied by any relevant adjustment factor;
5.	The absolute value of all short positions multiplied by any relevant adjustment factor; and
6.	The net of the adjusted long and short exposures.
The relevant sub-categories for each type of exposure could be as follows:
· Asset class/instrument type exposure, preferably broken down in categories aligned with a market-based solution such as Open Protocol and, in all events, aligned internationally to aid comparability.  
· Country exposure based on the ISO country classifications for the country of risk;
· Currency exposure;
· Industry/sectors exposure based on the GICS Sector level classification; and
· Market capitalisation exposure.
Another key risk area for focus in these quarterly reports is around counterparty exposures.  Some basic information updated quarterly plus the related current reporting should be sufficient for systemic risk identification and monitoring purposes. 
Importantly, we would encourage all of these identifiers to be developed in a manner allowing international consistency and comparability allowing for real identification and monitoring of systemic risk globally.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_19>

Do you consider that frequency should be aligned across reporting regimes and jurisdictions? If yes, what frequency (monthly or another) would provide the best balance of costs and benefits? What kind of challenges would you expect in implementing it?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_20>
The frequency of filings and the filing deadlines for Annex IV Reports are a complex combination of the size and nature of the AIFM’s entire portfolio of AIFs, as well as the size of the individual AIFs, where those AIFs were established, where the AIFs are marketed, whether any of the AIFs utilises leverage and the strategy the AIFs are pursuing. Making these reporting frequencies uniform and significantly more frequent than currently will exponentially magnify burdens.
While large AIFMs have been able to automate many of their processes for collecting Annex IV data, they still must spend significant time reviewing data and preparing responses. This is in part due to the format of questions and responses in Annex IV which require a high degree of precision and calculation. 
To significantly reduce unwarranted costs associated with Annex IV reporting for the substantial number of AIFMs who are currently required to file and report on a quarterly basis, AIMA recommends that the new framework should only require AIFMs to file their Annex IV report on a maximum quarterly basis to reduce the amount of often superfluous data collected under current requirements. This is also important to avoid associated problems for funds which do not strike a monthly NAV, as explained below.
Currently, AIFMs who are either managing a portfolio of AIFs in excess of €1bn assets under management (AUM) or for each AIF whose AUM, including any assets acquired through use of leverage, in total exceed €500mn, are required to report on a quarterly basis under the terms of Article 110(3)(b)-(c). 
Furthermore, we do not believe that AIFs with less than €5bn in AUM and AIFs with less than €2.5bn in AUM through the use of leverage pose the type of risk that justifies the high costs of the frequent and detailed reporting required. This would, as a consequence, also mean that the threshold in Article 110(3)(a) should be raised from €1bn to €5bn. Raising the thresholds in this way would decrease the overall compliance burden and associated costs and ensure the Annex IV requirements are more effectively targeted.
Currently, Article 110(1) of the Level 2 Regulation requires AIFMs to submit their Annex IV reports within one month after the quarterly or half-yearly reporting date. Where the AIF is a fund of funds this period may be extended by 15 days. The data that needs to be submitted is often challenging to reconcile within these time periods as the accuracy of the data and the wider compliance of the Annex IV report with the AIFMD and the Level 2 Regulation require verification and sign-off. As a consequence, many AIFMs will often resubmit their Annex IV reports after finalising their month end net asset value (NAV) calculation process having found, and corrected, inadvertent inaccuracies that the previously submitted report contained. 
The calculation of a NAV for AIFs invested solely in Level 1 and Level 2 assets with publicly available or observable prices is straightforward. The more hard-to-value assets (i.e., assets investments for which valuation inputs (such as transaction activity) are not directly observable, which will include some Level 2 and all Level 3 assets) an AIF has, the more challenging it becomes to calculate the NAV because the process will now involve inputs from independent third party experts, discussions with the investment manager’s valuation committee and, for externally managed AIFs, the fund’s valuation committee or governing body. 
More complex hard-to-value Level 3 assets can take multiple weeks to price and the additional investment manager and fund governing body steps use further business days, out of what is generally only about 22 business days to start with in a given month. The more AIFs an AIFM manages that have hard-to-value assets, the more challenging it is to calculate the NAVs before month end. 
Once the calculated NAV is available, which can be 15 or more business days into the month, the AIFM still has to complete and file the Annex IV in one or more Member States. In some Member States, the physical process of filing the form can take hours or even days due to constraints of filing systems and sheer volumes of filings being made, especially in the last couple of days of the month. 
To allow AIFMs more time to report accurate and verified Annex IV submissions, we believe that the submission date should be extended to two months after the relevant period end. This would greatly reduce the current disproportionate reporting burden placed on filers and ensure better quality reporting. Extending the submission reporting date would bring greater alignment with the U.S. Securities Exchange Commission’s Annex IV equivalent, Form PF, which currently requires large hedge funds advisers to submit their report within 60 calendar days at the end of each quarter.
While the idea of more frequent data sets may seem attractive, especially to data scientists, more frequent data sets would come at a significant price to the industry and ultimately to investors, and would be especially disproportionate if the frequency was reset for all AIFMs to have to report monthly. While costs may have come down as AIFMs have become more familiar with the Annex IV requirements and NCAs’ expectations, the costs involved in compiling and filing a report per individual AIF and per filing date still range between a few thousand and several tens of thousands of Euros. If more frequent reporting would become mandatory, it logically follows that the costs would increase accordingly, and we question whether the benefits would outweigh the substantial costs.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_20>

What solutions and criteria should be envisaged to ensure a proportionate approach with respect to the reporting frequency?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_21>
As we highlighted above, instrument-level granularity significantly increases cyber security risks, market abuse risks and risks to competitiveness for reporting AIFMs.  Information on the Annex IV is currently reported with only a 30-day lag.  A fully itemised portfolio holdings report that is only 30 days old may be an attractive target for bad actors (whether through illegal cyber-attacks or persons with active or passive permitted access to the submitted data - which is an ever increasing number of people as more and more entities are to be officially granted access to the data) intent on profiting from this non-public information through reverse engineering portfolios, front-running or otherwise.
The competitive disadvantage that may befall EU firms having to report market and portfolio level data is significant. AIFMs may effectively lose their intellectual property as disclosure of such information would allow others to reverse-engineer the AIF’s investment strategy. We appreciate that regulators would like to have as much detailed information as possible. We would stress that it is possible to deliver more and better information to regulators than is currently the case without having to disclose data with instrument-level granularity and we urge regulators to consider taking an approach that aims to align with developing international standards.
If ESMA does recommend such instrument-level granularity and this is taken up, it will put the EU at a competitive disadvantage as EU AIFMs may be incentivised to relocate to where the reporting standards do not provide a possibility for others to reverse-engineer their AIFs’ investment strategies. This is particularly the case for quant funds based in France, for example.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_21>

Given that daily reporting requirements are already implemented in certain Member States, how such a frequency could be set up to ensure an integrated approach while avoiding a disproportionate burden for reporting entities?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_22>
There are no daily reporting requirements for AIFs and AIFMs in the EU. We do not advocate having such an approach as it would not be beneficial nor feasible for the reasons outlined above. We do not foresee any situation in such daily reporting frequency could be set up to avoid a significantly disproportionate burden for reporting entities.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_22>

How the reporting template for use in exceptional circumstances be designed to minimise the complexity for reporting entities, while ensuring sufficient flexibility to adapt to the specific nature of a crisis situation?
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_23>

Are there any other dimensions not considered in this discussion paper that are relevant for the establishment of a more integrated reporting system? If yes, please provide specific examples and your views on potential improvements that can be made and their priority.
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_ICFD_24>
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