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INTRODUCTION

One of the principal objectives of the IIRF is to promote the highest standards of professional practice worldwide by providing a forum for the exchange of investor relations best practice, experience and ideas. As part of this commitment, the IIRF decided at the start of the year to launch a research programme to collect information about best practice, professional standards, regulation and other issues of importance to us all.

This report covers our first research study, and we are delighted with its success - over 250 IR professionals and 38 institutional investors have helped us in the first-ever global survey of shareholder transparency.  The results have added significantly to our understanding of the problem – and shown that there is strong support on both sides for trying to resolve it.

Our member societies agreed that the ability to identify their shareholders is the most critical issue for investor relations professionals to do their jobs efficiently. The aims of this survey were therefore to find out:

from IR professionals:

· How much information about their shareholders is currently available to them and what additional information do they need in order to do their job efficiently?

· How do they obtain the information, how important is it and how do they use it?

· Whether they feel the IIRF should try to influence governments or regulators to improve the information available.

and from institutional investors: 

· How much ownership information are institutions prepared to provide to companies?  

· Why are they in many cases not prepared to provide more?

· If they were forced to provide more information, what disclosure methods and frequencies would they prefer? 

The information from IR professionals was collected – and retained - by the IIRF. However, the survey was sponsored by Citigate Financial Intelligence (CFI), experts in this field. CFI helped us to build a fully-scaleable research facility on our own web site, which we – and our member societies - can use for further studies. We then gave CFI the data (without details of the respondents); they analysed the results and interviewed 20 IR professionals who had agreed to be contacted. They also conducted interviews with the institutional investors. We are deeply grateful for their help and support and we hope to find equally far-sighted sponsors for future studies. We look forward to receiving (via research@iirf.org) from member societies, IR professionals and potential sponsors any suggestions for further research.
The most striking results of the survey were the overall dissatisfaction with the current situation and the strong support for the IIRF to consider doing something about it. The IIRF board will be discussing this call to action when it meets in Zurich.

Neil Ryder, IIRF programme director

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Shareholder identification is regarded worldwide as the building block of Investor Relations. Whether you simply want to communicate with your shareholders, or whether you want to measure your stock’s shareholder base and performance against that of your peers, you need to know who your shareholders are. If you want to go further than that – to evaluate the impact of your IR programme, for example – you will need to have measured your shareholder base over a period to see how it has developed.

There remains a huge diversity in the transparency that an IRO can obtain depending on where their company is domiciled, and in the information required by national legislation and by regulatory regimes. The main sources of information are

· Public filings : information required from investors by national regulations

· Ownership records : ownership data kept by banks, brokers and registrars

· Specialist agencies : information collected by specialist shareholder identification / proxy agencies

· Informal : information obtained directly by companies or their consultants from institutional investors, generally as the result of roadshows.

The central questions we asked in this research after consultation with the IIRF were

· how much information is available to companies in different markets

· whether that information is sufficient for them to do their jobs efficiently

· whether they would support a campaign for regulations leading to greater transparency.
At the same time we spoke to 38 institutional investors in depth about their perception of the importance of transparency and their attitude to regulation.  
In the following pages we lay out the broad lines of the replies from both the corporate and buy-side communities, to be discussed at the IIRF conference in Zurich. Following the conference we will e-mail full survey results to all participants and discuss with the IIRF how else to make further use of the results in order to drive forward the express aim of the majority of IROs participating, namely a wish for more transparency to be pursued.
I would like to thank Neil Ryder, Lynge Blak and Fred Stone of the IIRF for their help and support with this project from conception to execution, and above all my colleague Carina Liew whose role in compiling this report has been enormous, although its faults are mine.
Nick Arbuthnott

Citigate Financial Intelligence

Research Methodology

Corporates

The corporate questionnaire was posted on the IIRF website and e-mailed to IROs by the IIRF and by member societies in July and August 2003. The questionnaire covered the following areas:

· Level of shareholder information currently received by IROs
· Level of ownership identified in terms of share capital and entity filing (nominee / institution)
· The source of share ownership information

· Level of ease/difficulty in the identification of actual investors and investment managers

· Actual and desired frequency of shareholder identification reports

· Who sees share ownership data within the company

· Level of timeliness and percentile disclosure level desired by IROs
· Difference in share ownership data available by country

· Regulations in each country, whether they are deemed to be adequate/inadequate and whether the IIRF should pursue the introduction of further disclosure legislation

A number of corporates were telephoned for a short interview by CFI to get a more detailed picture of the issues.  All interviews were conducted on a non-attributable basis.

Corporate Participants

	Country
	Number of Corporates

	Austria
	4

	Australia
	2

	Belgium
	3

	Canada
	24

	Denmark
	8

	Egypt
	1

	Finland
	14

	France
	12

	Germany
	6

	Greece
	1

	Hong Kong
	1

	Italy
	3

	Malaysia
	1

	Mexico
	3

	Netherlands
	10

	New Zealand
	1

	Norway
	2

	South Africa
	1

	Spain
	2

	Sweden
	5

	Switzerland
	10

	UK
	28

	US
	100

	Grand Total
	242


Further replies were received after we started compiling the report to give a total of over 250 participants.
Fund Managers
In parallel with the corporate questionnaire, CFI conducted a survey of buy-side institutions.  A total of 232 buy-side institutions were approached, and 38 fund managers participated in the survey.  Fund managers were asked:
· The role of a company’s ownership structure in their investment strategy

· Source of share ownership information

· The source and timeliness of ownership information currently received, and the timeliness desired
· Current policy on the disclosure of share ownership information
· The disclosure regulations the institution is currently subjected to

· Preferences for the disclosure of ownership positions

· Perceptions of current national regulations.
All interviews with fund managers were conducted on a non-attributable basis.

Buy-side Participants

	Country
	Number of Fund Managers

	Denmark
	3

	France
	3

	Germany
	6

	Hong Kong
	2

	Japan
	5

	Netherlands
	4

	Singapore
	3

	Sweden
	2

	Switzerland
	5

	UK
	5

	Grand Total
	38


All findings have been analysed by percentage of participants. The following section provides a summary of the key findings of the two surveys, with non-attributable quotes made by IROs and fund managers as well as country specific case studies. 
SUMMARY STATEMENT

Corporate survey

57% of IROs are dissatisfied with disclosure rules in their own country. The desire for change does not all come from countries with limited disclosure in place today; much of it comes from countries which already have extensive transparency (61% of US IROs are unhappy with their domestic shareholder transparency, a higher figure than we found among IROs in Switzerland). But 83% would like to see the IIRF seek greater transparency. There is a big difference in numbers here and it points to the fact that this is not perceived only, or even principally, as a matter for national regulation. As one IRO put it, “Investing is now a global business and institutions have to recognize that.” In our interviews with IROs, they expressed frustration most frequently (though by no means exclusively) when they reached the subject of identifying foreign shareholders; most of them have good relations with domestic institutions which transcend whatever regulation is in force in their country. But when it comes to obtaining information due to them under their domestic legislation from a foreign institution which in turn cites its domestic legislation, there are frequent clashes. In this context it is appropriate that this survey is commissioned by an international body, the IIRF, for dissemination at an international conference. There is a firm case for saying that the best way forward is not via a patchwork of national legislations but – in conformity with the IIRF’s stated aims - by establishing best practice. And this has to be done by both parts of the community involved, the corporates and the buy-side, on the basis of mutual interest and mutual consent.
At the same time as surveying the corporate market we asked the buy-side how important transparency is for them and what they wish to see.  We were particularly interested to explore whether the buy-side and corporate spheres recognize a common interest in transparency.

Buy-side survey

On the buy-side 87% of institutions thought their domestic regulations were adequate – suggesting initially that there was resistance to change. That impression was not born out as we questioned fund managers in more detail

· 34% thought global transparency should be readdressed

· 45% thought that institutions should have to disclose their shareholdings before they are allowed to vote

· 66% agreed that institutions should reciprocate the increased pressure for disclosure on companies

· 79% saw benefits in greater transparency.
There is scope for change.
Conclusion 

It is clear from both surveys that there is an appetite for change. But how will change occur and what will drive it ? Working practice (e.g. acceptance even in the least transparent countries that share ownership is now a global issue and that a lowest common denominator approach is no longer workable) ? Technology (e.g. by developments in settlement working hand in hand with demand for greater transparency) ? Or legislation ? If the last it has to be born in mind that the impetus for legislation is not generally provided by the agendas of the corporate or the buy-side communities : the original motive for transparency was the protection of the small shareholder and it remains the legislator’s primary concern, joined by other motives for greater transparency such as the desire to prevent money laundering or insider dealing.

In the corporate survey domestic regulation was seen as least effective in ensuring efficient communication between companies and shareholders in Italy, Mexico, Norway (deemed inadequate by all companies polled in these countries), Netherlands (89%), Canada (87%), USA (61%) and Switzerland (60 %). IROs were happiest with domestic regulation in Sweden (0% thought it inadequate), Finland (27% unhappy), Denmark (28%) and Germany (33%). In the UK 40% were dissatisfied; in France and Spain opinion was evenly divided.

Change to what?
	Country
	In favour of
	In favour of
	In favour of

	
	3 monthly
	UK model
	disclosure 

	
	disclosure
	
	more than

	
	
	
	4 times p.a.

	Norway
	100
	50
	0

	Netherlands
	77
	33
	11

	Italy
	66
	50
	33

	Mexico
	66
	33
	33

	Canada
	65
	65
	26

	Switzerland
	60
	65
	0

	Finland
	30
	100
	30

	France
	25
	20
	8

	UK
	22
	43
	17

	Denmark
	14
	50
	0

	Germany
	0
	60
	16

	Spain
	0
	14
	0

	Sweden
	0
	0
	40

	USA
	
	30
	50


86% of IROs were in favour of having the IIRF try to persuade governments and / or regulators to introduce new rules requiring institutions to disclose more shareholding information – a ringing endorsement of the need to air this issue more fully.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS – CORPORATE SURVEY
From the corporate questionnaire we are able to look at five major blocs

· North America

· UK

· Continental Europe

· Nordic

· Rest of World

which we use to analyse the main regional differences in regulation, in perceptions of what is available and should be available, and in best practice. (It should be noted that the UK model of transparency represents not just the UK but the majority of Commonwealth countries, which use the British Companies Act as their model  with the important difference that the register is not available for public scrutiny as in the UK, only to the company or its appointed agent.)
What is the size of the company by market capitalization?
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How much information do you currently receive about your shareholders?
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This is a key item. In many countries companies claim a high percentage of issued share capital identified – but fail to mention that the information is identified at nominee or custodian or another opaque level (e.g. “Foreign Shareholders 20%”). 

· 66% of companies said they received lists of domestic shareholders

· only 41% received lists of overseas shareholders worldwide
· over half (57%) of continental European companies can identify their foreign institutional shareholders

How much information do you currently receive about your shareholders? (continued)

· only 28% of North American shareholders can identify their foreign shareholders – but  since in general foreign shareholders represent under 5% of their issued share capital compared to 25% or more in Europe, this is not a major concern.
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 “You only have to inform the authorities of a shareholding if you are an insider or if you have more than 5% of the issued share capital. If you are an investor holding less than 5% there is no real way for us to see that” - IRO, Netherlands

[image: image11.emf] Perception by Geographic Region: Is Identification Easy/Difficult/Very difficult?

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

UK North America Continental Europe Nordic Region Rest of the World

% of Corporates

Easy

Difficult and slow

Very difficult


“We can order a list of identifiable shareholders from Euroclear and get it within 10 days. French institutional and retail holders are supplied in full. Foreign holders are not – both the beneficial owners and the money managers are hidden behind custodian names.” – IRO, France
What percentage of your outstanding shares does this information identify?
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As might be expected the numbers vary widely from country to country: 
· only half  of Swiss companies identify more than 60% of their issued share capital
· in Scandinavia 90% of companies can achieve this
· in Switzerland 50% of companies pay agencies to get to that 50% identification level

· in Sweden only 20% of companies need an external agency
· in the USA  where institutional transparency is available as the result of legislation, a high proportion of companies nonetheless spend money to identify more of their shareholders on a more timely basis (with the focus heavily on timeliness).
What percentage of your outstanding shares does this information identify? (continued)

·  “We can identify 80-100% of our shareholders…but when a substantial shareholder took over 3% of our stock last year we did not know who it was

· [image: image13.emf]Cost of Commissioned Shareownership Reports by Geographic Region 
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“We asked our bankers to identify who was behind the trade. They could not get an answer.
· “It didn’t keep us up at night but it is unsettling not to know who’s taken a sizeable position in your stock and have no clue as to their motives.” – IRO, Norway
Where do you obtain this information?
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Here we see reflected the effect of what is available in each market
· in the Nordic region the main information sources are the registrar, the regulator, the bank/broker and the roadshow

· in the UK the registrar and the bank/broker predominate

· in Continental Europe the emphasis is on shareholder identification and the roadshow: in most countries they have no option because the framework for transparency is not there
· in Finland 7% of responding companies commission shareholder identification
· 80% of Finnish companies achieve identification rates above 60%

· in France 75% of responding companies commission shareholder identification : only by doing so do they achieve comparable identification rates
· in the UK 32% of responding companies commission identification : 80% of them achieve identification rates above 60%

making clear the need for shareholder identification in countries without transparency.

Where do you obtain this information? (continued)
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From the information you currently receive what can you identify?
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Saying that you can identify 80% of your shareholders and then stating that “20.1% of our shares are held by custodian banks and 27% by foreign shareholders” does not imply transparency – there are those who would say that this is not disclosure or transparency at all. 
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If you can identify actual investors or investment managers, how easy is it for you to do this?
· 80% of Swedish investors say disclosure is easy : 61% of UK : 50% of Finnish : 46% of US

· 83% of German and French investors say disclosure is difficult or very difficult : 80% of Swiss : 76% of Danish : 75% of Dutch

· Germany, France and Switzerland depend more on commissioned shareholder identification than any other countries – suggesting that they see little or no option.

How many times a year do you usually obtain this information?
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· frequency of shareholder identification is a function of culture and cost : transparency breeds demand for more frequent identification
· the USA, Scandinavia and the UK have the most transparent disclosure regulations and receive the most frequent updates : the majority of companies in these countries identify their shareholders more than four times a year

· countries with costly identification regimes not surprisingly commission identification less frequently. This must have major consequences for how they manage their Investor Relations.

[image: image20.emf]Categories of Shareownership Information Currently Received by IROs per Geographic Region
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· “In the last couple of months we saw high volumes of trading in our stock on the stock exchange and that makes us believe that the last shareholder identification we did is not accurate anymore.
· “The fact that shareholder identification is costly and time consuming is the reason why we only do it twice a year.” – IRO, Netherlands
Who in the company sees this information?
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How much does it cost you to obtain each report on shareholdings?
The frequency & cost of shareholder identification
	Country
	Average cost
	Frequency
	Average

	
	USD per report
	reports p.a.
	USD p.a.

	UK
	3,000
	12
	36,000

	Finland
	4,000
	8
	32,000

	USA
	4,500
	8
	36,000

	Denmark
	5,500
	2
	11,000

	Sweden
	10,250
	4
	41,000

	Switzerland
	14,250
	2
	21,375

	Spain
	15,000
	3
	45,000

	Germany
	15,500
	1
	15,500

	Netherlands
	17,000
	2
	34,000

	France
	20,750
	2
	41,500


This table illustrates that in the countries where the average cost of shareholder reports are low, the frequency of reports are high and vice versa, where the average cost of shareholder reports are high, the frequency of reports are low.
What are the main uses your company makes of this information?
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What is the minimum timeliness of shareholding data you feel you need to do your job properly?
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What is the minimum timeliness of shareholder data you feel you need to do your job properly? (continued)
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Countries that already receive timely data want even more timely data, with data less than a month old wanted by:
· 71% of Finnish companies

· 50% of UK companies

· 51% of US companies

In countries with less transparent regimes, they expect less, with data less than a month old demanded by:

· 25% of Danish companies and

· 11% of Dutch

· 8% of French

· 0% of German.
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What is the level of disclosure required to identify each shareholding : greater than 20%, 10%, 5%, 2.5%, 1%, 0.5%, 0.25%, 0.1% or lower than 0.1%?
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We asked companies at what level a shareholder should have to declare a shareholding.  A sizeable minority of companies state that they would be happy with disclosure of stakes above 2.5% or even 5% but the majority of companies worldwide would like to see any stake of 0.1% declarable.

How good is the information you currently obtain in terms of timeliness and coverage?
	Country
	Timeliness
	
	Coverage

	
	%age good
	
	%age good

	
	to very good
	
	to very good

	Austria
	0
	
	0

	Belgium
	0
	
	0

	Italy
	0
	
	33

	Canada
	26
	
	13

	Germany
	34
	
	50

	USA
	46
	
	51

	Spain
	50
	
	100

	Norway
	50
	
	100

	Switzerland
	60
	
	30

	Netherlands
	60
	
	66

	Finland
	64
	
	65

	UK
	78
	
	71

	Sweden
	80
	
	80

	France
	83
	
	83

	Denmark
	88
	
	76
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Case study: USA


The US has arguably the most transparent system in the world and yet

a) corporates are not satisfied 

b) IROs commission a great deal of shareholder identification.

Why?
The US has a fairly well known regulatory system that demands the periodic disclosure of equity ownership from most institutional investors and mutual funds.  For institutional investors the 13f regulations require the quarterly disclosure of all equity investments made by firms with $100 million or more in equity assets.  The 13f filings are due to the SEC within 45 days of each calendar quarter.  Give the penchant for US institutions to be active traders, 13f filings are often out of date by the time they reach the SEC.  If trading occurs at the very beginning of a calendar-year quarter (e.g. October 1), a US company would have to wait nearly five months before it could possibly learn the identity of the party responsible.  

Currently, mutual funds are required to make semi-annual filings of their ownership to be in compliance with rule N30-D.  The timing of these filings is not uniform, as each fund will disclose its ownership based on its fiscal year.  The SEC recently proposed that mutual funds be required to update their holdings on a quarterly basis.  The SEC is expected to enact this regulation in the near future.

Many companies in the US, particularly mid- and large-cap companies, need to fill the information vacuum that exists in between reporting periods.  Most turn to consulting firms that provide stockwatch or stock surveillance services.  Stockwatch firms provide ownership information that is generally considered to be real-time.  This information is put together through an exhaustive research process that focuses on the “street name” registration of the security.  Most stockwatch firms adhere to the following research process:
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Analysis of Depository Trust Company (“DTC”) Listing:  Typically, 90%+ of a US equity will be held in “street name” through bank and broker nominees in DTC, the US market’s central clearing depositary.  By closely following movements of shares in DTC, stockwatch firms can track macro trends in ownership (e.g. institutional versus retail) and at times identify actual institutional ownership changes.

2. Bottom-up Analysis of DTC Participants:  Step 1 does not go far enough toward the identification of shareholders.  The next step is to acquire account listings from the various banks and brokers that hold shares on behalf of clients.  These account listings allow firms to drill-down on an institutional investor’s position and identify the actual mutual funds and pension funds owning the shares.

3. Direct Contact with Institutions:  Not all custodian banks and brokers will release information to stockwatch firms, due to confidentiality concerns.  Therefore, the next line of communication is directly with the institutions themselves.  Stockwatch firms will contact portfolio managers, analyst, compliance officers, and others to confirm up-to-date real-time positions. While many institutions forbid disclosure of real-time holdings, many will comply with a request if they are comfortable in knowing that the information will only be shared with the client in question.

The process above is extremely time consuming and for many US companies is repeated on a monthly basis.  In addition, stockwatch firms will also compile a list of major buyers and sellers on a weekly basis.  Generally speaking this process results in an identification rate of 85% and up.

If you receive different levels of information for different countries, how do they compare?
In analyzing this section we took out the opinions of IROs on the quality of information they could get in their domestic market since they tended to think it was good – a view not often shared by IROs from outside that market.

It may come as no surprise that Switzerland was seen as the least helpful country in providing disclosure – 78% said it was unhelpful, followed by Italy at 75%, Japan at 60%, Germany at 58%, France at 55% and the Netherlands at 50%.

The most helpful countries were cited as Scandinavian – Sweden and Finland.
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Case study: UK

“The UK share register situation is straightforward. Many of the nominee names are transparent – everyone knows that a Nutraco Nominee account is Merrill Lynch Asset Management – and identification rates in the UK are 90% plus.”

“The problem starts with overseas institutions.” This is someone who has marked Switzerland Germany, France and the US as providing little or no information. “The truly international institution – a Fidelity or a Capital – understands the section 212 letter (under which the company or its agent demands that the holder be identified) and obeys it. Continental European investors do not think the 212 letter applies to them. The fact that most European countries have bearer shares means that most institutions do not expect transparency and do not expect to conform to it.”

Where there is no reply to the 212 letter, the company’s broker or its registrars send out a further letter. If necessary they will point out that under the UK legislation holders who do not disclose their identity can be disenfranchised. “They can lose their votes – and if that doesn’t work they are told they can lose their right to dividends.” At that point transparency is generally achieved.

In the US “some of the ADRs are held by people holding the shares in their own name – in effect making these registered shares. But the majority are not – and getting transparency here is like 
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getting blood out of a stone. They don’t understand section 212 letters – we will send out lawyer’s letters if necessary and at the end of the day if we have to threaten to withhold their dividend we will.”

For the ADR the IRO receives a monthly statement of major movements in nominee accounts which goes to their shareholder identification firm for help with identifying who is behind these movements. The identification firm only produces one or two full identifications of its ADR a year – “it’s too expensive” – whereas they receive monthly statements of holders of the underlying stock.
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“I wouldn’t say that one country is difficult and another is easy…we all know that in each country there are some difficult institutions.” – IRO, Netherlands


Do you utilize public ownership information on other companies to compare to your own company’s ownership?
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It could be argued that looking at your own shareholders without comparing with similar companies is only doing half of the job, yet apart from the UK and US companies, less than half did so.
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Do you believe the shareholder disclosure regulations in your country do enough to ensure efficient communication between companies and their shareholders?
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Do you believe the shareholder disclosure regulations in your country do enough to ensure efficient communication between companies and their shareholders? (continued)
· The Scandinavians are largely satisfied with their regulations and believe that there is efficient communication between companies and shareholders, with the glaring exception of the Norwegians

· Around half the companies in Germany, France, Australia, Spain, Switzerland, and the UK were dissatisfied with country regulations
· 61% of companies in the US say the regulations are inadequate

· Austria, Belgium, Canada, Hong Kong, Italy, Norway and South Africa state that regulation is inadequate.
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Case study: South Africa

The communications responsibility: IRO says "I have good communication with major shareholders - but the minute a major shareholder goes below the cut-off point it gets murky." The cut-off point is 1% so a shareholder may still have a considerable stake but communication gets difficult - "our registrar has to mail them information or they pick it up in the newspapers so they won't get information as quickly as other investors. The same holds for retail investors."

South Africa's system, based on the UK's of registrars, changed dramatically when companies and their agents acquired the right to get behind the nominee names. "Implementation of the legislation means you do now receive a monthly statement of shareholders but it's very unwieldy" said the IRO “and it requires specialist help to make sense of it. But that only takes you down to those holding more than 1% of the shares outstanding and thereafter the company is in the dark for domestic and foreign shareholders”.

What regulations or model would you like to see?

The big question: if you are going to select a model for regulation, which would you choose? The options given were

· quarterly disclosure (as in 13f filings in the USA)

· more frequent disclosure than quarterly

· private disclosure of all shareholdings to the company (as in the UK)
· disclosure to be required before a shareholder can vote.
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The first and third options were the most popular (although a fair number of corporates wanted more frequent disclosure than on a quarterly basis).
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What regulations or model would you like to see? (continued)
· Quarterly disclosure was most popular in Norway (100% voted in favour), the Netherlands (70%) and Switzerland (60%)
· 49% of US companies wanted more frequent disclosure than the current quarterly model, reflecting once again  the fact that transparency creates an appetite for more of the same

· German and French corporates were keenest on a private disclosure model (50% voted in favour in both countries)

· 23% of corporates worldwide thought that shareholders should have to disclose their shareholding before they were entitled to vote.
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Would you like to see the IIRF trying to persuade governments/regulators to introduce new rules requiring institutions to disclose more shareholding information?
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Would you like to see the IIRF trying to persuade governments/regulators to introduce new rules requiring institutions to disclose more shareholding information?

The vast majority of corporates worldwide perceive the IIRF as the right authority to approach governments and regulators to introduce new regulations with respect to shareholder disclosure.  Globally more than four out of five companies are in favour. Only in the UK and Scandinavia is there a sizeable minority (22% and 24% respectively) that does not want to see the IIRF represent the widespread desire for new regulations governing disclosure. 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS – BUY-SIDE SURVEY
Corporate vs. buy-side: reciprocity?
42% of fund managers polled said ownership structure was “an important criterion” in their investment strategy. Their interest (61%) lies in free float or its opposite, major non-institutional stakes. Their main sources of information are the company (58%) or a non-specialist (quote-vendor) source (52%). As a result the information is not generally up to the minute: 55% estimated that the information was 3 to 6 months old. When asked whether they would like to see more timely information the answer was yes – 53% wanted information no more than a month old, 42% no more than 3 months old (raising the issue of how the corporate would disclose this information).

When it comes to the institution disclosing its shareholdings 

· 47% “disclose only as required by law / legislation”  & the bulk of these institutions come from the less transparent countries where shareholding declaration is concerned (64% from Switzerland, Germany Netherlands & France)

· 50% will disclose direct to companies or to their brokers or agents
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13% will disclose to anybody (80% of these from UK and Scandinavia suggesting that transparency works both ways in the more transparent countries).

[image: image42.emf]Who responds on your behalf?

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Fund Managers Back office staff Custodian Other

% of Fund Managers










“We would disclose quarterly fund filings.” – Fund Manager, Hong Kong

“Depends on the country we're investing in.” – Fund Manager, UK





“Yes, when it comes to shareholders who can currently trade up and down without disclosing transactions, it would be better if so-called 'insiders' would have to report each and every transaction.” – Fund Manager, Germany

“I think all regulations benefit from being readdressed regularly.”  - Fund Manager, Hong Kong


“Some (companies) do a very good job, others do a very poor job. The ones doing a poor job should respond - otherwise most of them are doing okay.”  - Fund Manager, Hong Kong

“More transparency is a good thing.” - Fund Manager, Denmark

“That is not the idea of capitalism, no.” – Fund Manager, Germany
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