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Public consultation on the main barriers to the cross-borders distribution
of investment funds across the EU

CMU

action on cross-border distribution of funds (UCITS, AIF, ELTIF, EuVECA and

EuSEF) across the EU

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

Creating a deeper single market for capital - a Capital Markets Union (CMU) which will strengthen Europes economy and encourage investment in all 28 Member

States is one of the European Commission’s key priorities. The CMU is intended to mobilise capital in Europe and channel it to companies, inctuding SMEs, and

infrastructure projects that need it to espand and create jobs By tinking savings with growth, ii will offer new opportunities for sasers and investors.

Croas-border insestment funds have sn important role to play in achieving this aim. 1f funds can do business more easily cross border, they can grow and become

more efticient, allocate capitat efficiently acroos the EU, and compete mithin national markets to deliver better value and greater innovation for consurners.

The EU has a successful track of promoting the cross-border distribution of funds. The 1 g85 Directive (85/61 1/CEE) (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?

uri=CELEX:31985L0611j introduced e marketing passport for funds for the frst time and a legistatise regime where the most important aspects are now harrnonised.

Accordingly there should be no restriction on their ssle across the European Union. Since then, and following seseral legislative updates, the UCITS market has gromn

to €8 trillion essaIs under masagement. Around 80% of UCITS funds are markeled cross-border (Source: European Commission staff calculation). More recently, the

Attemative lnvestment Fund Managers Directive (AIFMD), agreed in 2013, introduced a passport for non-UCITS funds. There are currently about €5 trillion of asset

under management for AIFs, with 40% of funds marketed across border (Source: European Commission staff calculation). AlFs which are managed by authorised

AIFM in accordance with AIFMD should, in accordance with that Directive, be freely asaitable for sate to professional investors in the European Union. Overall, 57 % of

the funds (UCITS and AtFs) are marketed on crosn-border basis (Source: European Commission staff catculation).

However, there is more that can be done to deepen the single market for funds one third of UCITS that are marketed croso-border are only sold in one Member State

in addition to their home country, and meinty back to the Member State where the Asset Msnagement Company is domiciled Another third is not sold in more than

four Member States outside of their home country. EU UCITS fonds are also significantty smaller than US mutual funds. There are more than 30,000 UCITS funds

available for sam in Europe in contrast to 7000 mutual funds in the US and while the average European mutual fund is valued at spproximately €200 million, its

counterparls in the US are almost seven times as targe. This hen consequences for the economies of acale these fonds can reap and fund costa. The costa of

marketing acroso borders may feit disproporlionately on smaller, start-up or more specialised funds

The remaining barriers to cross-border distribution are saried — and may include the impact of concentrated fund diatribution channels in isdividual member states,

cultural preferencea for funds managed in inveators’ home states, and a teck of incenfiees for managers to compete cross-border. However, one obstacle that hen

been consistentiy cited, and which may be relafively more important for smaller managers, are the regulatory barriera to distribution. Regulatory barriera have been

idenhfed in response to the Capitat Markets Union green peper (http://ec.europa.eu/finance/consultstions/2015/capital-msrkets-union/indes_en.htm) (Green Paper:

Building a Capital Markets Union, COMM(2015)063 (hftp://eur-tes.europa.eu/tegal-contentiEN/TXTI?uri=CELEX:52015DC0063)j and to the Call for Eeidence on the

EU Regulatory Framework for Financial Services (htfp://ec.europs.eu)fmnance/consultations/2015/€nancial-regulatory-framework-resiew/indes_en.htm( (Calt for

Evidence. EU Regulatory Frsmework for Financisi Services, Commission Services, 2015) as inctuding burdensome registration procedures, cosfly and diverse

marketing requirements, inconsistent administrafive arrangements and tas obstscles. Eliminating un)ustifled bsrriera would support fund managers to engage more in

cross-border marketing of their funds, increaae competition and choice. and reduce costa for ineestors.

The Commisnion is seeking further details and evidence from stakeholders including fund managers, ineestors and consumer representatives in order to snderstand

where and how the cross-border distribution of funds could be improeed. lnput from distributors is also welcome in order to build a fuller picture of the barriers to

distribution. In order to build upoe earlier responses to the CMU consultahon and to the Cali for Eeidence on the EU regulatory framework for financist services,

specific esamples and where possible quantitative and hnancial eeidence on the financial impact of the barriers, would be welcome. This inctudes the impact of

marketing rules, administratise arrangementa imposed by host countries, regulatory fees and nohfication procedures and also the mont pertinent features of the tax

environment. The Commission will san this information in its assessment on teking action to eddress the barriers. supporfing the deselopment of the CMU and

incressing choice.

This consulfation seeks feedback in the following arees.

* Marketing restrictions: EU funds marketed crosa-border are usually required to comply with national requirements set by host Member States, which differ

across the EU. Significant costa cen be incurred in researching each EU Member State’s financial promotion and consumer protection regime, and providing

appropriate materials on an on going basis.

• Distrtbutton costa and regulatory feee. EU funds can be aubjact to regulstory fans imposed by home and host Membnr States that vary signihcanfly in both

scala and how they are calculatad. The costa themselvas and the need to research them are reported as acting as a barrier to croas-border diatribution.

* Administrattvn arrangements’ Wtrnre EU funds using the marketing passport are sold to retail insestors, host Member States somatimas introdsce special

administrative arrangements mntended to make it aasier for investors to subscribe, redeem and receive relsted paymentn from those funds, as well as receive

failored information to support tham in doirrg so. These are en additional burdan that may not slways jusfified by the value addad for local invastors.

• Dtstribution networks: With incraasing usa of online platforms to diatribufa funds, we want to undarstand the barriers that hinder the usa of onlina and direct

distribution across bordars.

• Notification proceeses: Whare funds are markafed on a croas-bordar basis and thara is s need for documentation to ba updstad or moditiad, asset managers

are raquirad to giva writtan notica to the compatant suthority of the host Mambar State. This can sdd coat and time to the procesa.
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Taxation differential tas treatrsents can sometirnes create barriers to cross border business Feedback is sought on how best to promote best practice and

avoid discriminatory tas treatment.

The Commission is greteful for the input of respondents informing the nest stage of this work. The public consultation is open from 2 June 2016 to 2 October 2016

This conssllation cowplements other work by the Commission work seeking to improve the single market tor insestmenl products and asset management aod improve

oatcomes for consumers and insestors

• As set out in the CMU aclion plan, the Commission will andertake e cowprehensise ansesswent of European markets for relail insestment products. inclsding

distribution channels end inseslment adeice. drawing on expert input. The assessment will idenhfy ways to iwproee the policy framework and intermediahon

channels so that retail inveslors can access suitable products on cost-effectise and fair terws. The assessment will esawine how the policy frarriework should

evolse to beneft trom the new possibilities offered by online based services and finlech.

• The Green Peper on retail tinancial nervices, which seeks to identity the specific barriers that consumers and firms face in making full use of the Single Markel

end weys in which those barriers could be osercowe. including hy making best use of new lechnology. ssbjecl to appropriale safeguards

• The Geit for Esidence (CfE) on the EU regulatory framework for financial services, which is ansessing the esidence and feedback receieed on rules affecting the

ebility of the economy to fnance ifself and grow, unnecessary regulatory burdens Interactions, inconsistencies and gaps, and rules gining rise to sniotended

coosequences

• lo parallel, following 5 mi a cati from the ECOFIN. the Commission has eslablished a Member State Expert Groep on barriers to free movewent of capifal, wilh

the aim to map national berriers, identity the most damaging to the internal market and Md the mooI efficient ways to remose them, including through voluntary

commifmenfs by Member States. National barriers to cross-border distribution of funds wilt also be discunsed in that content. Through a collaborahse process

with Member States, a Report on barriers and a Roadmap for lifting or easing them is foreseen for adoption by end 2016

In addition, the Commission has wider initiatives underway on the Single Market and Digital Market The Single Market Strategy comprises targeted actions in three

key areas: creating opportunities for consumers, professionals and businesses, encouraging modernination and innoeation and eosuring pracficat delivery that benetits

consumers and businesses in Iheir daily lives. It aims to facilitate cross-border prosision of services and to address key barriers for business nervices end

constrsctioo. The Digital Single Market stretegy intends to ensure, among other goals better access for consumers and businesses to online goods and services

across Europa. It also addrenses the issue of the “Ievel-playing held” between various service proeiders and eneiseges a comprehensive assessment of online

platforms.

Please nota In order to erisure a fair and transparent consultation process onty responaas receivad fhroagh oer online qeesfionnaira wilt be taken info account

and included in the report summarising the responses Should you have a probtem complahng this questionnaire or if you require particular assistance, please contact

flsma-crosn-borders-invesfmeot-funds@ec europa.eu (mailto:flsma-cross-borders-investment-funds@ec.europa.eu).

More information:

• on this consulfation (http://ec.europa.eu/finance/consultations/201 6/cross-bordern-invesfment-fsnds/index_en.htm)

• on the protection ot personal data regime for this consultation (http://ec.europa.eu/finance/coosuttalionsl2ol6/crons-borders-inventment-funds/docs/privacy-

stafement_an pdf)

1. Information
about you

dAre you raplying

as

o a private indisiduat

o en organisation or a company

® a pablic authority oren international organisation

*Name

of the public auttiority

rltnutry of Finar.e

Contact

email address
The intoenatien pea previde here is Ier administrative purpeses enly and will not ho published

V.5.5. ieeioenfirsr.rir,.r,i

-

*Type

of public authority

o International or European organinafion

o Regional or local authorify

@ Govemmenl or Ministry

o Regulatory authority, Supervisory aulhority or Central bank

o Other public authorify

*where

are you based aod/or where do you carry out your aclivify?

The Netherlands
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*Field

of activity or sector (1f app!icable):

af least 1 choice(s)

Banking

Q Distributors / platform

Q Family office

Institutional investors

O Insurance

EJ Investment management (eg. hedge funds, private equity funds, venture capital funds, money market funds, securities)

Q Lawf’irm

EJ Legal advisors

Q Market infrastructure operahon (e.g Stock exchanges)

0 Pension provisiorr

Q Retail investors

Retail investors representatives

0 Other

Not applicable

Choice of
questions

*1

want to see the following part(s) of this
consultation:

o only questions relevant to asset managers
o only questions relevant to distributors
o only questions relevant to investors
® all questions including those relevant to fund managers, distributors, investors and other respondents

4 important

notice on the publication of responses

*Contributiofls received are

intended for publication on the Commission’s website. Do you agree to your
contribution being published?

(sea

specific privacy statement

® Yes, agree to my response beirig published under the name 1 indicate (name of your organi.sationlcompanylpublic authority or your name 1f your reply as an
individual)

o No, 1 do not want my response to be pubtished

More questions about you

following questions are addressed in particular to asset managers and where appropriate, distributors
(professional associations are invited in addition to consolidate information on behalf of their Members).

Question 1.1 - What types of funds do you market and to which types of investors do you market dlrectly?

U C t TS
t type of investors

Yes No

Retait investors

lwhs ure neither high net wsrlh indivrduals for protessiona! investors) 0 0

High net worth individuals Q Q

Asset Management Company Q 0

tnsurances Q 0
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Banks 0

Pension funds

Other professional investors 0 0

AlFa
(exIading EVECA, EoSEF nd ELTIF) (type

of meesters

Yes No

Retail investors 0 0

High net worth individuals 0 0

Asset Management Company

Insurances Q

Banks o 0

Pension funds Q

Other professional investors 0 0

EuVECA!
type of investors

Ves No

High Net worth individuals 0 0

Asset Management Company 0 0

Insurances 0 0

Banks 0 0

Pension funds o o
Other profeasional investors 0 0

EuSEF /
type of investors

Yes No

High Net worth individuals

Asset Management Company 0 0

Insurances 0 0

Banks 0 0

Pension funds 0 0

Other professional investors o o

ELTIF
(type of mnvestors

Yes No

Retail investors 0 0

High net worth individuals o 0

Asset Management Company 0 0

Insurances 0 0

Banks 0 0

Pension funds 0 0

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/printcontribution?code=730243 3d-aaO8-4d5 7-8ca8-de2c... 4-10-2016



EUSurvey - Survey pagina 5 van 34

Other profeesionel investore Q Q

Guestion
1.1.e - 1f you have e general policy of ditferentieting between high net worth
individuele and other reteil inveetors then pleeee also provide information on
this:

Oueetion 1.1 .b — Which channele do
you uee to dietribute funde croee-border? Doee your croee-border dietribution
policy differ depending on the type of inveetor you wieh to addreee end the
Member State?

Yee No

Direct marketing

Online marketing (webeite, oeline pletforni.etc)

Netionel dietributors netwerk Insurence o o
Netional dietributore network: Bank o

Netionel ctietributore eetwork: Finenciel edvieore o
Netionel dietributore network Othere o c

Queetion 1.lc— Pleese expend upon your reeponee to

queetion 1.1. lie end 1.lb:

Queetion 1.2 — Pleeee provide your definition of hïgh

net worth reteil individuele, Doee this definition very from one netionel merket

to enother one?

Queetion 1.3 — Whet te the cum of Aseete under Management of these funde?

UCtTS t
type ef meesters

AuM in €

Pure reteil meesters

High net worth individuele

Aeset management compeny

Ineurencee

eenke

Pension rende

Other profeseionel inveetore

AIFs

tenciudine EuvECA, tuser and ELTIFt t type
af teeestors

AuM in €

Pure reteil inveetore

High net worth individuele

Aseet management compeny

leeurences
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Benks

Pension fonds

Other professione? meesters

EuVECA
1 type of meesters

AuM in €

High net worth individuele

Asset menegement compeny

Insurences

Benke

Pension fonds

Other professisnel meesters

EuSEP

1 type of meesters

AuM in €

High net wnrth individuele

Asset management compeny

Insurences

Benks

Pension fonds

Other professionel meesters

ELTIF 1
type of tnvestors

AuM in €

Pure reteil meesters

High net worth individuele

Asset Menegement Compeny

Insurences

Benks

Pension fonds

Other protessinnel meesters

Question

1.4 — Where are your funds mainly domiciled?

tin

% of the somber of your IJCITS and AIF5)

%UCITS %AIF

Austrie

Eelgium

Bulgerie

Creatie

Cyprus

Czech Repsblic

Oenmerk
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Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Sloveriia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The Netherlands

United Kingdom

Question 1.5 — Do you use the UCITS passport in order
to market your UCITS funds in other EU Member States?

o Yes

o No

o Dont know / no opinion 1 riot relevant

Question
1 .5a — It you do not use the UCITS passport, please explain why this
is:

Questiori 1.6 — Do you use the AIFMD passport in order
to market your EU AlFa in other EU Member States?

o es

ONo

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Question

1 .6a — 1f you do not use the AIFMD passport, please explain why this
is:

Question 1.7 — Do you use a marketing passport for all
your UCITS, AIF, ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF?

Yes No

UCITS

AIF

ELTIF o

EUVECA

ELISEF o

Question
1 .7a - What percentage of your funds have you received permission to be marketed
in

(a) at east one other Member State
and (b) at least two

other Member States
with the

passport? What value of Assets under Management do these represent?

% of your funds Value of assets t represents
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In at least one other Member State

In at least two other Member States

Question

1.8 - In how many Member States, if any, do you market your funds (inciuding

sub-funds) on a cross border basis?

o 1 member State

o 2 member States

o 3 member States

o 4 member States

o 5 member States

o 6 member States

o member States

o 8 member States

o 9 member States

o io niember States

o ii rnember States

o 12 rnember States

o 13 member States

o 14 member States

o 15 momber States

o 16 member States

o 17 member States

o 18 member States

o 19 member States

o 20 member States

o 21 member States

o 22 member States

o 23 member States

o 24 member States

o 25 member States

o 26 member States

o 27 member States

o 28 member States

Question

1.8a — Please provide an aggregate figures or an estirnate:

Question 1.9 - In which Member

States do you actively market your UCITS andAIF5?

UCITS AIF

Austria Q 0

Belgium 0 0

Bulgaria 0 0

Croatia 0

Cyprus EJ 0

Czech Republic 0 0

Denmark 0 0

Estonia 0

Fintand 0 0

France 0 0

Germany 0 0

Greece 0 0

Hungary 0 0

tceland 0 0

treland 0 0

ttaly 0 0

Latvia 0 0
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— Liechtenstein Q Q

Lithuania 0 0

Luxembourg Q Q

Malta
- Q Q

Norway 0 0

Poland Q 0

Portugal 0 Q

Romania 0 0

Slovakia Q 0

Slovenia Q 0

Spain Q 0

Sweden 0 0

Switzerland Q 0

The Nethertanda 0 0

United Kingdom 0 0

Question
1.9a — Please provide the UCITS allocation between Member States 1f this is not
straightforward to obtain, please provide an estimate.

Number of UCITS funda 1 sub-funds Asset under Management

Austria

eelgium
eulgaria
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic - -

Oenmark -

Estunia

Finland -

France

Gerrnany - -

Oreece

1-lungary

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein -

Lithuania -

Lunembourg -.

Malta -

Norway

Falend

Portugal -

Romania -

Slovakia

Slovenia -

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The Netherlands

United Kingdom

Queation 1 .9aa — Plaasa provide any further details
(e.g assumptions your estimate is based upon) to your answer to question
iga:

Question 1.9b - Please provide the
EU AIF allocation between Member States 1f this is not straightforward to
obtain, please provida an estimate.

Number of AIFM funda / sub-funda Anset under Management

Auntria . -

eelgiurn
eutgaha

Croatia

Cyprus
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Czech Repubtic

Oenmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

t-tungary . . . . -

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Liechtensten

Lithuania . -

Lunarnbourg

Malta

Nnrway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Stnnakia

Slovenia

Spain

Swedan

Switzertand

Tha Nathnrlands

Unitad Kingdom

Guestion 1 .9bb — Please provide any further details

(ag. aasumptiona your estimate ja baaed upon) to your answer to queation
1.9b

Question 1 9e - Please provide the
ELTIF allocation between Member States. 1f this ja not atraightforward to

obtain, please proside an eatimate.

Numbar ot ELTIF fonds / sub-tunds Asaat onder Management

Auatria
Ealgium

Butg aria

Croatia

Cyprus
Czech Rapublic

Oanmark

Estonia
Finland

France
Garmany

Graaca

Hungary - . -

Icaland . -

Iraland
Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein
Lithuania

Lunembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Stovakia - . .

Stovania

Spain
Swedan
Switzarland

Tha Nathartandn

United Kingdom

Queation 1 .9cc — Pleaae provide any further detaila

(e.g asaumptiona your eatimate is based upon) to your anawer to queation
1.9e:

Question 1.9d - Please provide the
EuVECA allocation between Member States. 1f this is not straightforward to
obtsin, plesse provide an estimate.
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Number of EuVECA funds / sub-funds Asset under Management

Austria

Betgium

Bulgaria

Croalia

Cyprus

Czecti Republic

Denm ark

Estonia

Finland

France

Gerrnany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Iretand

Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein

Uthuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Rornania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The Netherlanda

United Kingdom

Question 1 .9dd - Please provide any further details
(eg. assumptions your estimate is based upon) to your answer to question
1.9d

Question 1.9e — Please provide the
EuSEF allocation between Member States 1f this is not straightforward to
obtain, please provide an estimate.

Nuniber of EuSEF funds t sub-funds Asset under Management

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Repubtic

Denmsrk

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

lretand

Italy

Latvia
- -

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal
- -

Rornsnia

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The Netherlands

United Kingdorn
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Question 1 .9ee - Please provide any further details

(eg. assumptions your estimate is besed upon) to your anewer to question

1.9e

Question

1.10 — What type of investor are you?

o petati individual investor

Olher reteil investor tessociation, organisstion, public authority, utc.)

o High nut worth individual

o Family office

o Professional investor

1f

you are e professionel inveetor please specify whet type:

o Asset Management Company

Ineurances

o Sanku

0 Pension fonds

o Other professional investors

Question 1.11 — Do you invest in investment producte?

It so, pieese indicate in which product

Vee No

lnvestment funds

Stroctured notes o o
Unit linked insurance contracts o o
Others

Question 1.lla— Pleese expend on your reeponse to

question 1.11:

Question 1.12 — Do you invest directly or indirectly in

particular vie en insurance wrepper such es unit linked insurance contracte in

investment funds?

Vee No

Directly o o
lnctirectly via is particular an insurance wrapper o 0

Oirectty end indirectly

Oueetion

1.12e — Please exend on your reeponee to queetion

1.12

Guestion 1.13 — in which type ot tund(s) do you invest?

uciTs

Vee No

Oomeetic UCITS
(UCITS domioled ie your Member 5feb of residenee( 0 0
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Foreign EU UCITS

)UCITS domiciled in other Member State) 0

AIFs

)enetuding EIJVECA, EuSEF and

ELTtF)

Vos No

Domeotic A)F

)AtF domiciled in your Member State at residence) 0

Fore)gn EU AIF

(AIF donricited in other Membor State)

En VE CA

Vos No

Domestic EuVFCA

)EuVECA domiciled in your Merrrber State ot tesideoce) 0

Foreign EU EuVECA

)SoVECA doroicited in othen Membet State) 0

EuSEF

Yes No

Domeal)c EuSEF

)EoSEF domicited in your Momber State ot residence) 0

Fore)gn EU ELISEF

)EuSEF dornicited in othee Member State) 0

ELTIF

Yes No

Domestic ELTIF

)ELTIF domiciled in your Member State ot rosideoce)

Fore)gn EU ELT)F

)ELTIF domiciled in other Member State) 0 0

Question 114— Whst is the approximate allocation of your Sssets between funds?

UCITS

In % of your fnonctal sosets

Domestïc UCITS
lucht’S domoted in your tteerber State ot residenre)

Foraigo EU UCITS
)uCtTS Oornioled Je other Merrrber State)

AtFe
)eeetudieg EaVECA. EuSEF and

ELTtF)

In % of your Ftoanciat assets

Domastic AIF
)AIF dummoileu ie your Member State ot resideece)

Foreigo EU A)F
)AIF domir’ed ie other t,te’flter utatej

EaVECA

to % of your t’toaocia) esseta

Domeotic EuVECA
)SuVSCA domiciled in your Mereber State ot resjueece)

https :/Iec .europa.eu!eusurvey/printcontribution?code=730243 3d-aa0 8-4d5 7- 8ca8-de2c... 4-1 0-2016



EUSurvey - Survey pagina 14 van 34

Foreigri EU EuVECA
)EuVECA dorrriced in other Mnrnber State)

EuSEF

In % of your financial asSets

DonieSttc EuSEF
)EuSEF domiciled in your Member State of residence)

Foreign EU EuSEF

)EuShF dorrriciled in other Mereber State)

ELTIF

In % of yoljrfinancial assets

Domestic ELTIF
)ELTIF domicried in your Member State of residence)

Foreign EU ELTIF
)ELTIF dor,nlciled in other Merrrber State)

Question

1 .14a —1f t is helpful, please expand upon your answers to question

1.14:

Question 1.15 — How do you inform yourself on available

investrnent opportunities

(eg,

nvestment advice, online information tools, face-to-face conversatton with

bank staff or financia) advisor, etc(?

2. General
overview

f Questions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition
consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where appropriate, distributors who market or advise

funds to investors.

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question

2.1 — What are the reasons for any limitation on the cross-border distribution

of your funds?

Regulatory costs
Lack of demand

and/or markettng . Host Market size
outside your home

requlrements costs are ts f00 small
market

ton htgh

Austria D 0

Belgium D 0 0

Bulgaria 0 Dl Dl

Croatia 0 0 0

Cyprus , 0 0 0

Czech Republic 0 Q

Denmark Q

Estonia Q

Finland 0

France 0 0 0
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Germany D D D

Greece Q 0 Q

Hungary Q 0 D

Iceland Q 0

Ireland 0 0 0

Italy 0 0 0

Latvia 0 0 0

Liechtenstein 0 0 0

Lithuania 0 0 0

Luxembourg 0 0 0

Malta 0 0 0

Norway 0 0 0

Poland 0 0 El

Portugal 0 E] 0

Romania 0 0 0

Slovakia El 0 0

Slovenia 0 0 0

Spain 0 0 0

Sweden 0 0 0

Switzerland 0 0 0

The Netherlands Q fl

United Kingciom Q 0 El

1f
the openness of the distribution network to third partjes is a reason for a
limitation on the cross-border djstrjbution of your funds, please rank t from 1
(being the )ess open market) to 5 (being the moet open market):

1 2 3
(less open)

Ausina 0 0 0

Belgium 0 0 0

Bulgaria 0 0 0

Croatia 0 0 0

Cyprus Q 0 0

Czech Republic 0 0 0

Denmark 0 0 0

Estonia 0 0 0

Finland 0 0 0

France 0 0 0

Germany 0 0 0

Greece 0 0 0

Hungary 0 0 0

Iceland 0 0 0

Ireland 0 0 0

Italy 0 0 0

Latvia 0 0 0

Liechtenstein 0 0 0

Lithuania 0 0 0

Luxembourg 0 0 0
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Malta 0 0 0

Norway 0 0 0

Poland 0 0 0

Portugal 0 0 0

Romania 0 0 0

Slovakia 0 0 0

Slovenia 0 0 0

Spain 0 0 0

Sweden 0 0 0

Smitzerland 0 0 0

The Netherlands 0 0 0

United Kingdom 0 0 0

Question

2.la — Please espand upon and provide more detail on your response to questions

2.1 and 2.1e - please explain what the isaues ere and how they limit the
crose-border diatribution of funds? Please cite the relevant provieions of the
legielation concerned t poaaible:

Queation 2.2 — In your experience,
which of the following issues are the major regulatory and tex berriers to the

crose-border distribution of tunda in the EU?
For

the issses you comider to be maior barriers, please rook them in order of

importance (1 - mont important, e - relatinely leus

importasti.

(most 2 3 4
importent(

Ditterent detïoitions acroso the EU ot whet marketing is 0 0 0 0

Marketing requiremento imposed by host Member States 0 0 0 0

Regutetory tees imposed by host Member States 0 0 0 0

Admioistretise errengemento 1000 oectioo 6 for tljrthor details on ad,rrioiotratioe arraseementot 0 0 Q Q
imposed by host Member States

Leck ot etficiency of notiticetion process 0 0 0 0

Difttcult/cumbersome refund procedures tor cteiming relief from mithhotding teses 0fl
0 0 Q Q

distribuhoos by the UCtTS, AtFs, ELTIF, EoVECA om EuSEF

Higher texat inn of investment fonds toceted etsemhere in the EU/EEA than of domestic
0 0 0 0

tueds

Differences between the tas treetment of domeotic and foreign fond managers as

regerdo withhotding taslincome reporting responsibitities and opportunities on income 0 0 0 0
distributed hy UCITS, AIF, ELTIF, EuVECA om EuSEF

Differences between Memher States in tas repsrting 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0

3. Marketing
requirements
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Where EU funds are marketed to investors, they are usually required to comply with national requirements set by host Member States. These marketing requirements,
especially those relating to the content of communications, differ across the EU. For exarnpte, some Member States require ex-ante approval of the marketing
communications whether other Member States monitor the communications ex-post, and some Member States adopt a principtes-based approach whereas others appty
detailed rules.

Respondents to the CMU consultation viewed that these varying national rnquirements as a significant barrier to marketing funds cross-border, with significant costa
incurred in researching each EU Member States tinancial promotion and consumer protection regime, and providing appropriate materials on an on-going basis.

In the casa of UCITS, the current disctosure regime has been estabtished over a number of years, based on home Member State control with a maximum harmonisation
regime (except for language translation) applying to the key investor information. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that at east some Mernber States require

additional disclosures or review material before a UCITS may be marketed. V’uNle any conoideration of this issue should give due attention to the concerns whictj have
ed regulators to require additionat disclosures and to review marketing material, it may be better that any concerns, where justified, are addressed at the EU level, in
order to eliminate barriers to the further development of the single market in this area.

* Marketing communications cornprise en invitation to purchase nvestment funds that contains speulic information about the funds In sther word, the inciudes all the marketing rnaterials that are
used in order to promote or advertise a speciric investrnent funds For the purpose of these questians. the prospectus and the Key lnfsrrttation Documents are not considered as markebng
communicatisns.

J

Question

3.la — Are you aware of member state interpretations of marketing that you
consider to go unreasonably beyond of what should be considered as marketing

under the UCITS Directive*?

Article 91 to 96 of the Directive 2009165IEC lhttp Ileur-lex.europa eu/legal-contenIJENITXTl?uri=CELEX.32009L0Û65l of the European Parliament and of the Counol sf13 July 2009

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question

3.laa — Please explain your answer to question 3.1e:

Question 3.1 b — Are you aware of member state
interpretations of marketing that you consider to go urtreasonably beyond the
definition of marketing in AIFMD?

o Yes

o No

o Dont know? no opirtion / not relevant

Question

3.lbb — Please explain your answer to question 3.lb:

Question 3.1 c — Are you aware of any of the practices
described above having had a material impact upon the cross-border distribution
of investment funds?

o Yes

O No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
3 lcc — Please explain your answer to question 3.lc:

Questions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to
consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where appropriate, distributors who market or advise

funds to investors and National Competent Authorities

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question

3.2 — Which of the following, if any, is a particular burden which inipedes the
use of the marketing passport?

Yes No
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Different interpretations across Member States of what constitutes marketing? o 0

Different methods across Member States for complying with marketing requirements (eg.

different procedures)? 0 0

Different interpretations across Member States of what constitutes a retail or professional

meesters?

Additional requirements on marketing communications imposed by host Member States?

Translation requirements i posed by host Member States?

Other domestic requirements Q Q

Question 3.2a — Please explain your answer to question

3.2:

Question 3.3 — Have you seen any examples of Member
States applying stricter marketing requirements for funds marketed cross-border

into their domestic market than funds marketed by managers based in that Member

State?

o Yes

ONo

o Dont know/no opinion / not relevant

Question
3.3a — Please explain your answer to question 3.3:

Question 3.4 — Are domestic rules in each Member State

on marketing requirements (inciuding marketing communications) easily available

and understandable?

QYes

o No

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Question

3.4a — 1f your answer to question 3.4 is no please specify in which Member

State(s) the rules are not easily available and understandable,

Austria Belgium Q Bulgaria Q Croatia
) Cyprus Czech RepublidJ Denrnark Q Estonia

Finland France Q Germany J Greece

Hungary Iceland Ireland Q Italy
Latvia ) Liechtenstein J Lithuania Q Luxembourg

Malta Norway Q Poland Q Portugal

Q Romania)J Slovakia Q Slovenia Q Spain

0 Sweden 0 Switzerland Q The Netherlandsr:1 United Kingdom

Question

3.4ab — 1f your answer to question 3.4 is no please provide details and explain
why the rules are not easily available and understandable in this/these Member
State(s):

Question 3.5 — When you actively market your funds 0fl a

cross—border basis to retail investors/High Net worth retail
individuals/Professional investors do you use marketing communications

(Leaflet flyers newspaper or online advertisement, etc)?

Yes No

Retail investors

High net worth individuals 0 0

Professional mnvestors
. Q
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Question
35a — Please provide the percentage of your funds marketed on a cross—border
basis using marketing communications in the host country

% of your funds marketed 0fl S cross—boçder basis using marketing cornmunications in the host country

Retail Investors

High net worth retait individuals

Professionat investors

Question
3.5b — To what extent are marketing communications important in marketing your
funds to retail investors, high net worth individuals and professional
investors? Please explain your answer:

Question 3.6 — What types of marketing communication do
you use for retail investors?

‘(es No

Leaflet/flyer

Short booklet o

Newspaper advertisement o o

TV advertisen,ent o
Radio advertisement

On line advertisement

Other o

L Quesiions addressed to stribuwhomketoradvisevesknenUundstcnvestors

Question
3.7 — When you market funds on a cross—border basis to retail
investors do you use marketing communications (Leaflet, flyers,
newspaper or online advertisement, etc.)?

o ‘(es

o No

o Don’t know/no opinion / not relevant

Please
explain your answer to question 3 7:

Please provide the percentage of funds marketed on a
cross—border basis using marketing communications in the host
country:

atmost /00

Question 3.7a — To what extent are marketing
communications important in marketing funds to retail investors? Please explain
your answer:

Question 3.8 — Wlien you market funds on cross—border
basis to high net worth retail individuals do you use marketing
communications?

o ‘(es
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o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Please
explain your answer to question 3.8:

Please provide the percentage of your funds marketed 0fl

cross—border basis using marketing material in the host country:

af mast 100

Question 3.8a — To what extent are marketing
communications important in marketing funds to high net worth retail
individuals? Please explain your answer.

Question 3.9 — When you market funds on cross—border

basis to professional investors do you usa marketing
communications?

o
o No

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Please
explain your answer to question 3.9:

Please provide the percentage of your funds marketed on
cross—border basis using marketing communication in the host
country:

af mast /00

Question 3.9a — To what extent are marketing

communications important in marketing funds to professional
investors? Please explain your answer:

LZE*LEEEEEErEEEEEJ
o uestton

3.10 — To what extent is the UCITS Key Investor Information Document (KIID)
useful in your investmentdecision? Is a KIID is always provided to

you?

Question 3.11 — To what extent do marketing
communications* play a role in your nvestment decision?

* Marketing communications comprise an invitation to purchase investment funds that contains specihc intormation about the tunds In other word, this includes all the marketing materials that

are wed in order to promote or artvertise a specitic investment funds For the purpose of these qoestions, tho prospectus and the Key Information Oocuments are not considered as

marketing cornmunications

Do you consult marketing materials before making your
investment decision?

o Yes

o No

o Dont know/rio opinion / not relevant

Question
3.1 is — Please expand upon your reply to question 3.11:
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Ouestion 3.12 — To what extent do you consider the
marketing communications as providing a balanced views of the up—and downsides
of a particular investment and do they contain meaningful information to assess
risk and Costa aasociated with the investment producta?

Queation 3 13— To what extent is it important for you
to have marketing communicationa in your national language?

Queation 3.14 — How relevant is
the diaclosure of the following information in the marketing communicetiona?
Pleese rank it from 1 (not relevant) to 5 (highly relevant)

1 2 3
(not relevant)

The asset management company 0 0 0

Price 0 0 0

Costo 0 0

Past performances 0 0 0

Scenario! future potential performance 0 0 0

Performance of the benchmark 0

How to get additionat information 0 . 0 0

Specittc risks 0 0 0

Howtomakeadaim 0 0 0

How to get your money back 0 0 0

Information on Taa treatment of income distributions by the tand 0 0

Other 0 0 0

Queation 3.14e — Please explain your anawer to question
3.14:

E The foNowing questions are address:d h all ras ponden 1
Question

3.15 — Do you consider that rulea on marketing communicationa ahould be more
cloaely aligned in the EU?

* Marketing eemmunicatiens mmprise art invitatien to purchase inuestmeet tands that ceetaies specific iotermatiee about the teods In ether werd, this inciudes all the marketing materials that
are aeed ie erder te premete er advertise a specitie ievestmeet tunds Far the purpase et these questiens, the praspectus and the Key tntermatien Oecemeets are eet cessidered as
merhehng cemmanicuhans

t Yes

0 No

0 Oon’t know! no opinion ! not relevant

Queation
3 15e — Please explain your enswer to question 3.15 — and if appropriate, to
what extent do you think they ahould be hermonised:
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For asset managers it ie snoecesourily nomplicated and nostty to ftgure out whinh marketing reles are spptioable in eaoh mem.ber

state. It is therefore important that the tutes so marketing commusicstisn are more cissety sligned if that 055 rensve ot reduo

e differenoes in marionet reguiremests set hy the host memhet states. to oor spimiom the marketing commuoioation tutes (irotud

ing for eeampte wotmiogsi for m-srketing imvestment funds to retail imvestors oootd ho hsrmostoed, as long as 5 soffioient tevet

of o005umer protootion is safegoarded. For essmpte the desoription of the isvootmeot etrstegy, risk profite, foeo, prooontetion

and the wording of the informetiom about the fonds. fot marketing tsrgeted at profeseisnat imvestors this isose is not retevan

Question 3.16 — Is there a
case for harmonising marketing communications for other types of investment

products (other than inveatmant funds)?

€1 Yee

o No

o Don’t know) no opinion / not relevant

Question
3.16a — Please explain your answer to queation 3.16 and what should the other

producte be:

Also for s:her hr.veotcemr prcduets thso isveutmemt fonds it eoutd be usefut thst the ma: keting ruleo ure more hsrmesieed. For e

sample tot u product that is a romhimarion of two sr more finamroet pruducto that imriudes st leest a finsnciui product wisse v

atue depends om the devetepmeots et fr.marciat msrkets st other meekets.

Queation 3.17 — What role do you conaider that ESMA —

via-a-vis national competent authorities — should play in relation to the

supervision and the monitoring of marketing communications and in the

harmoniaation of marketing requirementa? It you conaidar both ahould have

reaponaibilities, please aet out what these ahould be.

For asset managers it is ssmeeesssritf romptirsted snd oustip te figure out which marketing rules are spplicabte in esch mem.ber

state. EIMA run ptaf a rote in reduring this burdem by pubtishimg os its webuite the marketing regoirememts of esch member stst

e so the marketing reguiremests ure easy to esnsutt.

Queation
3.18 — Do you conaider that detailed requirementa — or only general principlea

on marketing communicationa* should be imposed at the EU level when tunds are

marketed to retail inveatora?

• Marketing cemmesicaliees ssmprise as ieeitaties te parshase ieoestweet faeds that ceetains spedls iefsrwatiss abeet the lands. Is ether werd, this inciades all the markering materials that

are esed eerder te premete er adaertise a speorm ieaestmest lands Far the parpese al these qeestiees, the prespettes asd the knp lelermaise Oesameels are set seesidered as

markering cemmaeiealiess

Yee No

General prieciplee o

General principlee end delailed relee o o

Detailed relee o

Guestion
3,18e — Pleaae explain your answera to question 3.18:

The tlethertssds notes that there is a diverse tango of tsrat marketing tuteo which may hemper the cross border mobitity of mve

stmest fundo marheted to reteit investsrs. In general isreonized detaited marketing reqsirenents ure psefetable from as interne

t merket perspeotive. A nos—ethaustive tist of omty general priocoptes could have as cenesguence riet interpretstions end detsi

te are wctied out by the neemt states im differest nummers asd that satissat roepetemt authorities review metters ftom their p

erspeotive. Wism developing these msrketing reguirements, it is important to mmdve behevior econsmlts.

Question 3.1 g
— Do you conaider that the requirementa

on marketing communicationa ahould depend on the type of funds or the specrttc

characteristtcs of some funda (auch as structured tunds or high leverage funds)

when thoae funds are marketed to retail investors?

€ Yee
fl No

0 Doet know) no opinion / not relevant

Question
3 19e — Please deecribe the spacifrc requirementa:
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Marketing coipr.unication reguirements should depend of the type of ford. The marketing colrxiunioating requirements for complex in

vestment funds leg. private equity funds or high leverage fundo) to a retail investor should be more detailed , for exareple de

tailed information about the leverage and risk profile of the fund is important. Morketing requirementa for ploin vanilla inves

tment funds could be more general 000taining the main elements of the inveotmerit fund (performance, investment otrategy, risk p
rofile and fees)

Question 3.19b — Please describe the types of products
which should have additional requirements on their marketing and their specific
characteristics:

Complex produots marketed to retail investors. For example rules concerning the presentation and the wording of marketing comatu

nicatiors concerning information about the must irrportant financial risko and the total Costa of the product.

Question 3.20 — Do you consider that detailed
requirements — or only general principles on marketing materials, at the EU
level — should be imposed when funds are marketed to professional investors
only?

Yes No

General principles o
General principles and detailed rules

Detailed rules o

Question
3 20a — Please explain your answers to question 3.20:

For marketing to professional investors the isoue ahould not ho relevant and additional marketing requirernents should not ho im

posed by the competent authoritieo of the host member state.

4.
Costs

Respondents to the CMU and CfE notect the relatively high cost of distributing funds — in terms of work to comply with regulation, fees charged by regulators and
distribution costs. This section asks about the overall Costa to asset managers wishing to market cross—border, and seCtion 5 asks about fees charged by the regulatory
authorities specifically.

Questions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to

consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where appropriate, distributors who market or advise

funds to investors.

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question 4.1 — Wriat proportion of your overall fund costs relate to regulation and distribution depending on the Member State where the fund is marketing
regardless where it is domiciled? 1f this is not straightforward to obtain, please provide an estimate. Alternatively, please provide man hours spent on
each.

REGULATORY
COSTS 11fl % of your overall costs or in man hours)

Legal Costa Third party (Law firma, Legal Costa Intemal Regulatory Administrative Marketing
Others

consultants agency, etc) legal analysis fees arrangements requirements

Austria -

Belgium

Bulgacta

Croatia

Cyprus

Czect,
Republic

Derimark

Estonia

Finland

France

Gemiany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland
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Italy

Latvie

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Ncrwsy

Poland

Portugal

Romenia

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The

Netherlands

United
Kingdom

DtSTRIBUTtON
COSTS (te % ef yeer eeeratl costa er ie mae heurs)

Traditions! Netwerk distribution Online Netwerk distribution

Austris

Belg ium

Bulgana

Creatie

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonis

Finland

France

Germeny

Greece

Hungsry

Iceland

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein - - - -

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakis

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Smitzerland

The Nethedandu

United Kingdom

OTHERS
COSTS - tinked te taxation system

Costs in order to get the information Costa to fultil the obligation

Austria

Belg ium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Icelend

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta
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Norway

Potand -

1 - - --

Portugal

Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

Sweden

Switzerland - - —

The Netherlands - - -

United Kingdom - . -

5. Regulatory
fees

As noted in section 4, the range of regulatory fees charged by host Member States have been referred to by a number of respondents to the public consultations as

hindering the development of the cross-border marketing of fonds across the EU. A formal notification process appties in respect of the passporting of all EU investment

functs. In many cases national competent authorities apply a fee to the processing of such notifications. A preliminary assessment by the Commission services shows

that the level of fees tevied by host Member State on asset managers varies considerably, both in absolute amount and how they are calculated, inciuding some Member

States who may not apply fees.

Notification procedures contained in the various fund legislation do not currently include any reference to regulatory fees. In some cases, such as EUVECA and EUSEF,

all supervisory powers are reserved to the home competent authority and host authorities expressly prohibited from imposing any requirements or administrative

procedures in relation to marketing. The Commission services are interested in views as to whether notification fees are compatible with an efticient notification

procedure, the passporting nghts provided for in legistation and, if fees ware to be allowed, how to ensure that they are proportionate and not excessive.

Questions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to

consolidate information on behalf of their Members)

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions.

Question 5.1 — Does the

existence and level of regulatory fees imposed by host Member States materially
affect your distribution strategy?

O Yes

O No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
5.2 — In your experience, do any Member States charge higher regulatory fees to
the funds domiciled in other EU Members States marketed in their Member State
compare to domestic funds?

o Yes

ONo

o Don’t know! no opinion / not relevant

Question
5.2a — Please explain your answers to question 5.2 and provide

evidence:

Question 5.3 — Across the EU, do the relative levels of
fee charged reflect the potential returns from marketing in each host Member

State?

o Yes

ONo

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
5 3a — Please explain your answers to question 5.3 and provide
examples

Question 5.4 — How much would it
cost you, in term of regulatory fees [one-off fees and ongoing], to market a
typical UCITS with 5 sub—funds to retail Investors in each of the following
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Member States (this escludes any commission paid to diatributors)?
Please

respond for each Member State where you market your UCITS funds.

One otf fees (in €) On—going fees tin €)

Auslria

Belgiun,

Bulgaria
Croalia
Cyprus

Czect Repablic

Denmark

Eslonia
Finland
France
Oermany

Oreece

Hungary

Iceland

Ireland
Ilaly

Lalvia

Liechtenstein

Lithuania
Luxernbourg

Malta

Norway

Falend

Portugal

Romania
Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Swilzerland

The Nelherlands

united Kingdom

Question

5.5 — How much would it coat you in terma of regulatory fees [one-off fees

and ongoing, to market e typical AIF with 5 sub—funds to professional investors

in each of the following Member States (this ascludes any commission peid to

distributors)?
Please raspond for aach Member State where you market your
AlFa.

Coat in €

Auslrra

Beigrurn

Buigaria

Croalia

Cyprua

Ceech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Oermany

Greece

Hunpary

Iceland

Ireland

Ilaly

Laleia

Liechtenstein

Lilhuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Rornania

Sloaakra

Slsverria

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

The Netherlanda

United Kingdom
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[ Questions addressed to National competent Authorities

Question 5.6 — How much would t cost, in term of

regulatory fees, to market a typical UCITS with 5 sub—funds to retail investors

in your Member State? Please explain which fees are one-off and which are

annual:

For narketing a UCITS in the Netherlands frnn ancther member state the fee is

S 0000. There ja no aeparate Lee for sub—fonds so to market a UCITS with 5 sub—funda the 000ts ahe in total

€ 1500. There are no annual fees.

Question 5.7 — How much would

it coat, in term of regulatory fees, to market a typical AIF with 5 sub—funds to

retail investors in your Member State? Please explain which fees are one-oF and

which are annual:

For marketing en AlS in the Netherlands from another member state the fee is

S 1500. There is no separate fee for oub-funds no to market an AlS wjth 5 sieb—funds the roots are in total S 1500. There are no

annual Lees.

-

Questions addressed in particularto:

asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to consolidate information on behalf of

their Members)

and National Competent Authorities.

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question

5.8 — \Nhere ongoing fees are charged, are they related to use of the

passport?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question

5.9 — Do differing national levels of, and bases for, regulatory fees hinder the

development of the cross—border distribution of funds?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question

59a — Please explain your answer to question 5.7

Question 5.10 — On who are regulatory fees are charged:

managers or funds? Please describe if there are different practices across the

EU:

The one—off Lees are imposed to the inveotment tand.

6. Administrative
arrangements

Where EU functs using the marketing passport are sold to retail investors, host Member States sometimes introduce special administrative arrangements intended to
make ik easier for investors to subscribe, redeem and receive related payments from those fonds, as well as receive tailored information to support them in doing so.
Exemples cited in earlier evidence inciucte a requirement for UCITS funds to appoint a paying agent located in the host Member State, and a requirement for information
contacts to be located in the host state. These have advantages for investors in allowing them to deel with local organisations, bul a number of respondents to the CMU

green paper viewed these requirements as an additional borden which is not always justified by the value added for local investors, especially when taking into account
the development of new technologies. Moreover, UCITS and any funds marketing to retail investors are required in any case to have arrangements in piece which allow
investors to be confident that they know how to go about subscribing and redeeming to the fund, However the infraslructure through which payments are made and
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received and through which information ja provided may generally no tonger require a physical preaance in a host Mamber State. Clarittcation that intrantructure can ba

provided throagh technical means as well as by local agents may be one may to address this issue. Viems are sought on mhether this would be tikety to reduce costa and

support the ferther integration of the single market.

In order to better aanesa this potnntial iasue, and other adminiatrative arrangementn, it would be very helpful to have tangible evidence from atakeholdera The

perspective of retail inveators is also particularty melcomed in order to address and consider investor protection isnues.

Questions actdressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to

consolidate information on behalf of their Members)

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Ouestion 6.1 — VVhat are the
main barriers to croas-border marketing in relation to administrative

arrangements and obligations in Member Statea? Please provide tangible examples

of where you consider these to be exceasive.

Question 6.2 — Do you consider requirements imposed by
host Member States, in relation to administrative arrangements, to be stricter

for foreign EU funds than for domestic funds?

o Yen

o No

o Oost know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
6.2e — Please explain your answer to question 6.2

Guestion 6.3 -. Vdhat would be the estimated savings (in

term of percentage of your overall costa) if you ware no longer required to

apply these administrative arrangnments in the Member States where you market

your units?

at moet 100

of your overall rostu

Ounstion 6.4 — In the ebsence of the ndministrative
arrangements described in your response to Question 6 1, whnt arrengements would

be necessary to support end protect reteil investors?

Question 6.5 — Do you consider that the administrative
errengements should diNer it the tund is marketed to retail investors or
professional investors?

Question 6.6 — What is the impect in term of costs of
making these facilities nveiteble in each Member State? Pleuse quantify them in

relation to each meesure end for each Member States where you distribute your
funds:

Question 6.7 — VM,ich eltvrnntive/edditionel
ndminietretive arrengements would you euggest in order to ensure greater

efticiency in cross—border marketing and appropriate levels of investor
protection?

Question 6 6—Are there eny measures you would suggeet

to improve the efticiency end eftectiveness of administratve arrengementa
within end acrose Member States?

The following questions are addressed in particular to investors.
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Question
6.9 — In general have you experienced any problems in being able to obtain

information on, and invest, in foreign EU funds?

o Yes

o No

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
6.9a — Please explain your answer to question 6.9

Question 6.10 — Which facilities would you deem
necessary to invest in LU funds domiciled in another Member State? Please
explain:

Question 6.11 — \.Nhat are your main problems when

investing in funds domiciled in jurisdictions other than your jurisdiction of
residence? Are differences in languages an important issue?

Question 6.12 — VVhat is the best way to overcome such

problems and facilitate your transactions?

Question 6.12a — Please clarify your answer to question

6.12

Question 6.13 — \Nhich kind of information do you need

when making transactions on EU funds domiciled in another Member
State?

7. Direct and
online distribution of funds

(estions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to’’

consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where appropriate, distributors

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question 7.1 — What are the
main issues that specifically hinder the direct distribution of
funds by asset managers?

Yes No

Marketing requirements o

Administrative arrangements

Regulatory fees o o

Taxrules 0 0

Income reporting requirements Q Q

Lackofresources 0 0

Others 0 0

Question 7.la — Please expand on your answers to
question 7.1
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Question 7.2 — ‘Miat are the main barriers that hinder
the onhine distribution of funds or the setting up new

distribution platforms or other digital distribution ways?

Question 7.3 — Are there aspects of the current

European rules on marketing, administrative arrangements,
notifications, regulatory fees and other aspects (such as know your customer

requirements) that hinder the development of cross—border digital distribution

of funds beyond those described in earlier sections?

o ‘(es

o No

o Dont know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
7.3a — What are these aspects of European rules?

Question 7.3b — Are there aspects of the current
national rules on marketing, adrninistrative arrangements,
notifications, regulatory fees and other aspects (such as know your customer

requirements) that hinder the development of cross—border digital distribution

of funds beyond those described in earlier sections?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
7.3c — What are these aspects of national rules?

Question 7.4 — What do you consider to be the main
reasons why EU citizens are unable to invest in platforms
domiciled in another Member State?

Question 7.5— \Nhat would you consider to be
appropriate components of a framework to support cross—border platform
distribution of funds? What should be the specifications for the technical

infrastructure of the facilities? Please clarify among others how you would

address the differences in languages.

The fohlowing questions are addressed in particular to investors.

Question
7.6 — Do you invest in funds via an en—line fund platform ore

website?

o ‘(es

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
7.6a — Please expand upon your response to question 7.6

Question 7.6b —1f you have invested in funds onhine,

what kind of information on the suitabihity or appropriateness of the investment
was made available to you?

Question 7.6c — 1f you do not invest in funds via fund

platform or a website, why do you not do so?
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Question 7.7 — What are your expectation when you
invest via fund platform or a website?

Question 7.8 — Do you invest in funds platform or a
website domiciled in another Member State?

Question 7.9 — What do you consider to be the main
reasons why EU citizens are unable to invest in platforms domiciled in another

Member State?

8.
Notification process

A number of respondents to the CMU green paper and the CalI for Evidence noted difficulties with the notification process where funds marketed 0fl a cross—border basis

and there is a need for documentation to be updated or rnodified. Where initial notification in the case of UCITS or AIFM is between national competent authorities,
without involvement by asset managers, in the event of a change in the information provided to the competent authority of the home Member States, asset managers are
required to give written nolice to the competent authority of the host Member State.

Questions addressed in particular to asset managers (professional associations are invited in addition to

consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where appropriate, to national competent authorities.

Other respondents are welcome to respond to some or all of the questions below.

Question

8.1 — Do you have difficulties with the UCITS notification
process?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
8.2 —1f you have difficulties with the UCITS notification process, please
describe them:

Questian 8.3 — Have you experienced unjustified delay
in the notification process before being able to market your UCITS in another
Member State?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
8.3a — Please describe your experiences with such an unjustitied delay in the
notification process before being able to market your UCITS in another Member
State:

Question 8.4— Do you have difficulties with the AIFMD
notification process?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
8.4a — 1f you have difficulties with the AIFMD notification process, please
describe them:
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Queetion 8.5 — Have you experienced unjustifled delay
in the notification procees before being eble to merket your AlFa in enother
Member State?

o Yes

o No

o Doet know / no opinion / not relevant

Queation
8.5e — Pleese deacrtbe your evperiences with such en unjuetified deley in the
notificetion proceas before being eble to merket your AIFe in enother Member
State:

Queetion 8.6 — Whet ehould be improved in order to
boost the development ot crose—border dietribution of funde ecroes the
EU?

Cor.cetr.ina the notifocation ptoceaa it is important that the notification proceas ie dear lohich information tast ie cent to t
he ccmpetent autiority ci the home semier state i the aaset manageri and that the time limite ate not eaceeded by the nationat
competent aathorittes. It is important that asset managers coatd eosiiy mariet investmett fonds to anotier memiet state and the
t asoet managers are rot costronted with addttionai adminhatrative nico and crate.

9.
Taxation

Meny respondente to the CMU Green Peper pointed to tas issues es iwpeding the cross-herder sate of fueds. The issues seem to reege frow tack of ecress to tas
treaties to diffculties ie obteining refunds of withhotding tases to distrirnination of funda estebtished in other Mewber States.

Provided that their approach is ie eccordance with ED rutes, Mernber States are free to cheose the tas systems that they consider wost appropriate. However, in addition
to essisting Mewber Stetes to terkte tas evoidance and evesion, the Cowmission is seeking to identify eed promote best prectices eround preventing doubte
texetion/douhie non-teeetioe end to eddress any unjastitied disrrimination. This cornptemeets the muttinetionel work uederwey, ie perticetar at DECD tevet, is the sawe
erees.

Queetions eddressed in particular to asset managers (profeesionel associetione are invited in addition to
consolidate information on behalf of their Members) and where eppropriate, distributors

Other respondente are welcome to respond to come or all of the questions below.

Oueetion 9.1 — Heve you

experienced eny difficulties whereby tex rules acrose Mernber States impeir the

crose—border dietribufion end take—up of your UCITS or AIF or ELTIF or EuVECA or
EuSEF?

‘(es No

UCITS Q

AtF
. o o

ELTIP

EuVECA

EuSEF

Queetion

9.1e — Pleese describe the difficulties, inciuding whether they relete to
diecriminetion egeinet UCITS orAlF (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA or EuSEF) sold one
croes—border, end provide exemples. PIeeee cite the relevant provisione of the
legieletion concerned.

Queetion 9.2 — Have you experienced eny epecific

difficulties due either to the ebsence of double texation treeties or to the
non—epplication of treeties or to terme within those treetiee which impede your
ebility to merket ecroes bordere?

Far eeampie ditticatties ie deterrnieieg the sahesaity et veer meesters er dittiojities is slaiwieg er ieabuiry te claim deabie tea retiet ve behait et year innestsrs

0 ‘(es
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o No

o Don’t know / no opinion / not relevant

Question
9.2a — Please, describe those difficulties, and if applicable, how these can
best be resolved — for example through amendments to double taxation treaties.
Please share any examples of best practice that could help to address these
issues.

Question 9.3 — Feedback to earlier consultations has
suggested that the levying of withholding taxes by Member States has impeded the
cross—border distribution of UCITS or AIF5 (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and
EuSEF).

Withholding taxes are usually reduced er even eliminated under
double taxation treaties. But in practice it has been claimed that it is
difficult for non-resident investors to collect any such withholding tax
reductions or exemptions due under double taxation treaties, Have you
experienced such difficulties?

Question 9.3a — Please provide examples of the
difficulties with claiming withholding tax relief suggest possible improvements
and provide information on any best practices existing in any Member States.
Please cite the relevant provisions of the legislation
concerned.

Question 9.4 — What are the compliance costs per Member
State (in terms of a percentage of assets under management) of rnanaging its
withholding tax regimes (fees for legal and tax advisers, internal costs, etc.)?
Do they have a material impact on your UCITS orAlF (including ELTIF, EuVECA and
EuSEF) distribution strategy?

Question 9.5 — VVhat if any income reporting or tax
withholding obligations do you have in the Member States where the UCITS or AIF
(inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF) is located and what if any difficulties to
you have with reporting formats?

What kind of solutions and best
practices, if any, would you suggest to overcome these difficulties?

1f a
single income reporting format were to be introduced across the EU, what would
be the level of costs saved?

Would this have a material impact on your
UCITS orAlF (including ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF) distribution
strategy?

Question 9.6 — Are there any requirements in your
Member State that the UCITS or AlFs (including ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF) need to
invest in assets located in that Member State in order to qualify for
preferential tax treatment of the proceeds of the UCITS or AIF (including ELTIF,
EuVECA and EuSEF) received by the investors in the UCITS or
AlFs?

Question 9.7 — Have you encountered double taxation
resulting from the qualification of the UCITS er AIF (including ELTIF, EuVECA
and EuSEF) as tax transparent in one Member State and as non—tax transparent in
another Member State?

Question 9.8 — Have you encountered difficulties in
selling a UCITS or AIF cross—border because your UCITS or AIF (including ELTIF,
EuVECA and EuSEF) or the proceeds produced by the UCITS or AIF (including ELTIF,
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EuVECA and EuSEF) would not receive national (tax) treatment in the Member State
where it was sold? Please provide a detailed description, inciuding quotes of
the national provisions leading to the not granting of national
treatment.

LZZEEE===z;;===ZEE
Question

9.9 — Have you experienced any difficulties relating to the taxation of
investment in UCITS or AIF (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF)? Please describe
those difficulties and provide examples

Question 9.10 — Are you worse off tax—wise t you
invest ina UCITS orAlF (including ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF) sold from another
Member State than if you invest in a comparable domestic UCITS or AIF? What is
the reason for this higher tax burden? Please cite the relevant provisions of
the national legislation.

Question 9.11 — To what extent are tax rules preventing
you from investing across borders in UCITS orAlF (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and
EuSEF)?

Question 9.12 — Do you see any other tax barriers to
investment in cross—border UCITS and AIF5 (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF)?
Please specify them and cite the relevant provisions of the national
legislation.

10. Other
questions and additional information

Question
10.1 —Are there any other comments or other evidence you wish to provide which
you consider would be helpful in informing work to eliminate barriers to the
cross—border distribution of UCITS or AIF5 (inciuding ELTIF, EuVECA and
EuSEF)?

To eliminate barriers it should be good to bring all the ruies for UCITS, AH’s, ELTIF, EuVECA and EuSEF in a single directime

witt maximum harmonization) or a regulation and where possible harmosize the different rules taking into vocourit the diftereno

es between marketing tunis to professional investors and marketing tunis to non—professional investors.

Should you wish to provide additional information leg. a position paper,
report) or raise specific points not covered by the questionnaire, you can
uploaci your additional document(s) hete: -

Useful links

Consultation details (http://ec.europa.eu/tinance/consultations/201 6/cross-borders-investment-funds/index_en.htni)
(http://ec.europa.eu/finance!consultations/201 6/cross-borders-investment-funds/jndexen.htm)

Specific privacy statement (http://ec.europa.eu/finance/consultations/201 6/cross-borders-investment-funds/docs/privacy-statementen.pdt)
(http//ec.europa.eu/finance/consultations/2o1 6/cross.borders-investment-funds/docs/privacy-statement_en pdf)

More on the Transparency register (http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/pubtic/homePage.do?locale=en)
(http.//ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.cjo7locale=en)

Contact

fisma.cross.borders-investment.fundsec.europa.eu
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