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13th February 2019


European Securities and Markets Authority 
103 rue de Grenelle
75345 Paris 
France




Draft guidelines on the reporting to competent authorities under article 37 of the MMF Regulation (ESMA 34-49-144, 13 November 2018)

The Institutional Money Market Funds Association Ltd (“IMMFA”) is pleased to submit its comments on the ESMA Consultation Paper on Draft guidelines on the reporting to competent authorities under article 37 of the MMF Regulation (ESMA 34-49-144, 13 November 2018)
IMMFA represents the European institutional money market fund industry that manages and promotes investment funds regulated by the MMF Regulation. All IMMFA members’ funds are UCITS and predominantly Short‐term money market funds.  All but one is domiciled in Luxembourg or the Republic of Ireland (there is one UK fund).
Funds under management for IMMFA members’ money market funds currently total €648 billion. A list of members may be found at www.immfa.org
The consultation is seeking to further clarify the content of a template which has already been published, so accordingly many of our responses are brief.
Summary of major points in the response
· Performance volatility
We believe very strongly that this requirement should extend to all types of MMF permitted under the regulation, and it is not clear from the way that the document is framed that it does so currently. 
It is difficult to comment on the formula in the absence of a definition for ‘return’.  We advocate the adoption of a parallel approach to the US regulation 2a7 which requires a hypothetical yield and a NAV to be reported.  The portfolio volatility could then be based on the variation of the NAV.  We note that reporting the portfolio volatility is also highly relevant for VNAV funds of both the standard and short-term varieties, whose investors have a very particular requirement to be able to attribute ‘performance’ to capital and revenue impacts.



· Quarter end reporting and stress testing days
The TARGET reporting dates at quarter ends are the most atypical portfolio composition days for MMFs.  Stress testing at these dates will produce results which are not generally representative of the business of the MMF.


	Q1 Are you of the view that there could be merits for managers of MMFs subject to yearly reporting in accordance with article 37(1) of the MMF Regulation to report on a quarterly basis so that their corresponding operational process is less burdensome?11 

	Yes

	Q2 Do you identify potential situations in which managers of MMFs do not have any information to report on MMFs other than those listed above (e.g. certain types of situations of liquidation of the MMF)? 

	No

	Q3 Do you agree that the MMF Guidelines could specify which sources should be used by managers of MMFs if the base currency is not included in the list of currencies for which the ECB provides an exchange rate? If yes, which sources should be used in your view? 

	Yes.  Other Central Banks of major economies

	Q4 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on “general principles” of the reporting template? 

	No

	Q5 
Do you agree that if an MMF is composed of different share classes that differ in relation to their base currency the base currency that should be included in field A.1.12 should be the base currency as specified in the accounting documents of the MMF or are you of the view that in that case the base currency of the largest share class should be included in field A.1.12? 

Would you see merit in aligning the inception date mentioned above in section X with the first reporting date, as defined in section II? 

	The reporting should follow the currency of the fund documents.  The possibility that the largest share class could be denominated in a different currency is quite alarming.  The relevant information for interpreting stress test results would require to be reported as a minimum.  In response to the second question, we believe the dates should be aligned.

	Q6 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 1 of the reporting template? 

	No

	Q7 Are you of the view that the abovementioned specification leaves too much room for interpretation and would lead to data that is not comparable? 

Are you of the view that settlement periods should be taken into account and that, as a consequence, the last part of the abovementioned specification (“if it has as a non-negligible impact on the liquidity profile of the MMF”) should be removed?


	We agree that the qualification should be removed because it would introduce subjectivity.  Settlement periods are relevant, and cash should only be assumed to be available when standard market settlement terms have been taken into account.

	Q8 Do you have any views in relation to the abovementioned formula on how to measure the monthly portfolio volatility or are you of the view that another formula would be welcome? 


	We very strongly believe that this requirement should extend to all types of MMF permitted under the regulation, and it is not clear from the way that the document is framed that it does so currently. 
It is difficult to comment on the formula in the absence of a definition for ‘return’.  We advocate the adoption of a parallel approach to the US regulation 2a7 which requires a hypothetical yield and a NAV to be reported.  The portfolio volatility could then be based on the variation of the NAV.  We note that reporting the portfolio volatility is also highly relevant for VNAV funds of both the standard and short-term varieties, whose investors have a very particular requirement to be able to attribute ‘performance’ to capital and revenue impacts.

	Q9 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 2 of the reporting template? 

	No

	Q10 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 3 of the reporting template? 


	The TARGET reporting dates at quarter ends are the most atypical portfolio composition days for MMFs.  Stress testing at these dates will produce results which are not generally representative of the MMF.


	Q11 With the respect to the CFI codes to be provided, do you identify any eligible asset not included in the table in the Annex of the Guidelines? 

	No.

	Q12 Do you agree with the proposals of ESMA in relation to the domicile of the above-mentioned assets? 

	Yes

	Q13 Do you agree that a category “supranational/multiple regions” should be included in the potential geographical areas to be chosen? 
If yes, could you provide examples of assets for which you would choose that category? 

	Yes.  Without being exhaustive; Bonds, Medium Term Notes, Floating Rate Notes, Commercial Paper.

	Q14 Do you agree that the clean price of the money market instrument (A.6.12), this field should always be reported in absolute terms (in monetary values, not in percentages)? 
Which of the 2 abovementioned options on the “base currency” mentioned in field A.6.13 would you favour: currency of the asset or the currency of the MMF? 

	Yes.
The first one.  The base currency should be the currency of the money market instrument.

	Q15 With respect to fields A.6.23 to A.6.25, would you identify any cases where there is no sponsor of an eligible securitisation or asset backed commercial paper? 

	No

	Q16 Do you identify other potential contract types that would need to be included in the list above in relation to field A.6.39? 

	No

	Q17 Do you see merits in clarifying what should be the name of the underlying as referred to in Field A.6.45? 
If yes, which specifications would you expect? 

	Yes.  Sufficient detail to be able to be clear about the risk to investors and to be able to interpret the relevant stress testing results.

	Q18 Are you of the view that ESMA should further specify what is meant by “exposure” in fields A.6.91 and A.6.92? 
If yes, which types of specifications would you suggest? 

	We believe ESMA is referring to the gross principal amount of the transaction.

	Q19 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 4 of the reporting template? 
In particular, in your view, how would the NAV of the MMF compare to the sum of the values of the fields on total market values (and quantity) of money market instruments, securitisation and ABCP, financial derivative instrument, unit or share of other MMF, deposit or ancillary liquid asset, repurchase agreement and reverse repurchase agreement (A.6.16 and A.6.11, A.6.34 39 and A.6.29, A.6.54, A.6.67 and A.6.69, A.6.80, A.6.91)? 
Do you have any comments on the table “CFI codes for eligible securities” included in the annex of the Guidelines?

	No.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Asset Description: We have certain guidance on how to report asset description for STS securitization but not for other securities. We can have the asset description responded similar to AIFMD process which is more around combination of issuer name, yield/coupon, maturity etc. However, if ESMA is looking for this data field to be responded in a certain way, we would need further guidance.


	Q20 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 5 of the reporting template? 

	No

	Q21 Do you identify any other issue that would need to be specified in relation to the above section on the block 6 of the reporting template

	Prices should be reported in the currency of the asset, not necessarily in Euro.
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