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Draft offer the possibility to NCB to bring their own interpretation of regulation which could prevent banks with several European
subsidiaries to get a standardized approach of this reporting across Europe.

Signficant level of investor static info requested - could be issues sourcing this from TA Teams (certain potential GDPR issues with
getting and sharing this data)
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We would consider the resources required to implement
monthly reporting as signficant. We would also question
the utimate benefit to investors by a change in the
Regulation 8|2 9 Clarification  |frequency of this reporting. In the current climate, where
there is an industry wide focus on costs, this move from
quarterly to monthly reporting should be carefully
considered.

Costs involved in changing frequency of
reporting (technology & resouces)

N

) Do not publish

Table 5, Point 11 Geographical focus; We would question
how this would be deemed a static requirement and Could be sourced from info already provided
suggest that such information would be obtained form the |elsewhere

data provided in relation to investments in the fund

N

Annex | 19 Clarification , Do not publish

Table 5 Point 13 Focus on bond investments; We note
the request for static data to include details of corporate
versus government bonds. It is not clear as to how this
would be determined i.e. based on supplement

3|Annex | 20 Clarification disclosures of the portfolio at any given date. As this is to
be considered static data we would propose that this is
based on the overall objective of the fund and would
therefore be static regardless of the exact make-up of the
portfolio.

Unclear as to how this would be

determinded? ; Do not publish

Table 5: 16 Investor base; We would question how this

would be deemed a static requirement and suggest that Unclear as to how this would be

Annex | 20 Clarification such information would be obtained form the data . , Do not publish
. ; . . . W determinded?

provided in relation to investors as required within “IF

Shares/Units”.

D

Table 5: 17 Focus on real estate holdings; We would
question how this would be deemed a static requirement
5[Annex | 20 Clarification  |and suggest that such information would be obtained
form the data provided in relation to investments in the
fund

Unclear as to how this would be

determinded? ' Do not publish
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Annex Il

29

Clarification

Some of the Issuer details (ID code, country, date secs
originally made available) are not readily maintained in
upsteam platforms. Would present signiciant challenges
in retreiving this info.

Costs/difficulties in sourcing data

Do not publish

7|Annex I

33-36

Clarification

Some of the IF classification details suggested would not
be readily maintained in any sort of upstream application.
Would be a huge undertaking in sourcing all this data, to
client's satisfaction, in advance of first submissions. Also,
unclear of all this metadata will be an annual ask, or
expected to be updated monthly?

Costs/difficulties in sourcing data

Do not publish

o)

Annex |

15

Clarification

Can we see a draft with the Reporting tables included, to
allow us an opportunity to provide feedback on the same?

Sight of Reporting tables required

Do not publish

©

Regulation

17

13

Clarification

The proposed go-live date of 1 June 2025 does not allow
ample time to get budget approval for any tech builds
required, and for appropriate time and resouces to work
on the devlopment of a solution to aid monthly reporting,
along with the additional data points requested.

Go live date issues

Do not publish

10|Regulation

Intro

10

Clarification

We acknlowed point 10's reference to the NCB's limitiing
the reporting purden by collecting necessary info from the
broader satistical reporting framework. We look forward
to NCB's contributions to this when it comes to this.

Collection of info directly by NCB's from
existing statistical reporting

Do not publish
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