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Section 1 – Background and Scope  

 
 
 

Introduction 

MiFID will introduce common standards of investor protection throughout the European Union. 
MiFID’s best execution requirements are an important component of these investor protection 
standards as they are designed to promote both market efficiency generally and the best possible 
execution results for investors individually. 
 
Discussions in the CESR Implementation Forum suggested that many Member States and competent 
authorities will implement MiFID's best execution requirements by introducing the terms of MiFID 
directly into their legislation or rulebooks. By copying-out, there will be harmonised Level 1 and 
Level 2 requirements. Beyond this, it is the responsibility of the competent authorities in each 
Member State to interpret and supervise compliance with these harmonised rules.  
 
As harmonisation of regulation in the area of best execution is a key objective behind MiFID, CESR 
has an important role to play in promoting supervisory convergence in this area. To this end, CESR 
members set out their agreed views on a range of issues relating to best execution in Consultation 
Paper CESR/07-050b which was published in February 2007. CESR has published a separate 
Feedback Statement CESR/07-321 on the responses received to the Consultation Paper. 
 
 
Objective of the Q&A 
 
CESR has prepared this paper in order to clarify key aspects of the CP. CESR has chosen a Q&A 
format in order to present its views in a user-friendly way that facilitates compliance by firms and 
convergence among competent authorities. This Q&A presents CESR's answers to practical 
questions raised by firms and competent authorities about how firms should be complying with the 
MIFID best execution regime. In this Q&A, CESR does not impose requirements on firms or 
otherwise go beyond what the Directives already require. Rather, the Q&A explains CESR's views on 
how firms can comply with the Directives in the particular circumstances and situations that 
stakeholders have raised. 
 

Status of the Q&A 

Members of CESR will make use of this Q&A on a voluntary basis in their day-to-day supervisory 
practices. The Q&A does not constitute European legislation and will not require national legislative 
action. 

The European Commission has participated as an observer in the course of CESR’s work on best 
execution.  

This Q&A is only intended to promote supervisory convergence and does not prejudice the role of 
the Commission as guardian of the Treaties. 

 

Scope  

On 15 November 2006 CESR posed three questions to the European Commission in relation to the 
work it was undertaking on best execution: 
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1. In what circumstances do the best execution requirements apply to firms who 
operate by providing quotes and then dealing? 

2. What scope may "specific instructions" from a client cover? 
3. In what circumstances do portfolio managers and order receivers and transmitters 

"execute client orders"? 

The Commission's response is appended to this Q&A but does not form part of the Q&A itself. CESR 
has not addressed the scope of best execution under MiFID in this Q&A, nor has it addressed the 
question of how best execution applies in dealer markets.  

The MiFID Level 3 Expert Group has considered the possibility of conducting a further public 
consultation following the Commission's reply to CESR and consulted the MiFID Consultative 
Working Group on this question to gain input from a wider group of stakeholders. Following this 
consultation, CESR considers that the Commission's reply forms a sufficient basis for 
implementation and that no further work is needed at the present time.  

 

Further work 

In devising its future work plan, CESR will consider reviewing how MiFID’s best execution 
requirements are being applied as well as submissions and requests from the Commission, the 
Consultative Working Group and other stakeholders.  
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Section 2  Questions and Answers 

 
 
 
 
Q1 Which provisions in MiFID relate to best execution? 

 

1.1  MiFID’s best execution regime is set out as follows in the Directives. Article 21 of Level 1 
and Articles 44 and 46 of Level 2 set out the requirements for investment firms that provide the 
service of executing orders on behalf of clients for MiFID financial instruments and, indirectly via 
Article 45(7), for investment firms that provide the service of portfolio management, when 
executing decisions to deal on behalf of client portfolios.   

1.2 Article 45 of Level 2 (enacted under Article 19 of Level 1) sets out the requirements for (i) 
investment firms that provide the service of reception and transmission of orders, when 
transmitting orders to other entities for execution and (ii) investment firms that provide the service 
of portfolio management, when placing orders with other entities for execution that result from 
decisions to deal in financial instruments on behalf of client portfolios. There are associated recitals 
in both Level 1 and Level 2 (Recital 33 of Level 1, and Recitals 66 to 76 of Level 2.)   

1.3 Responses to the CP pointed out that investment firms may provide a combination of 
investment services to the same clients. For example, an investment firm may have the flexibility 
either to transmit an order on behalf of a client to another entity for execution or to execute the 
order itself. Similarly, an investment firm may have the flexibility to place orders resulting from its 
decisions to deal on behalf of client portfolios with other entities for execution or to execute such 
decisions to deal itself. To take account of this, the Q&A will refer to firms that "execute orders or 
decisions to deal" and to firms that "transmit or place orders with other entities for execution" 
rather than referring to "portfolio managers", "RTOs" and "investment firms that execute orders on 
behalf of clients." Where the Q&A means to refer only to investment firms when they execute 
orders on behalf of clients, it will refer to firms that "execute orders."  The Q&A refers to all of 
these firms collectively as "firms that carry out orders."   

 

Q2 What is the overarching best execution requirement? 

 

2.  MiFID's best execution regime requires investment firms to take all reasonable steps to 
obtain the best possible result for their clients, taking into account price, costs, speed, likelihood of 
execution and settlement, size, nature or any other consideration relevant to order execution.  
CESR considers this requirement to be of a general and overarching nature. See Q3. 

 

Q3 What should firms do to comply with the overarching best execution requirement? 

 

3.1 The overarching best execution requirement sets a high level standard, allowing investment 
firms a considerable degree of flexibility on how to meet it. However, MiFID does require firms to 
comply with a number of specific provisions. 

3.2 Firms that execute orders or decisions to deal should establish "execution arrangements" and an 
"execution policy" (Article 21) for complying with the overarching best execution requirement. In 
a similar way, firms that transmit or place orders with other entities for execution should establish 



 

 6

a "policy" (Article 45) for complying with the overarching best execution requirement It follows 
that all of these firms should carry out orders on behalf of clients in accordance with their 
(execution) policies and/or arrangements. 

3.3. In order to comply with the overarching best execution requirement, firms should ensure that 
appropriate (execution) policies and/or arrangements are effectively implemented for the carrying 
out of all orders. Firms however are not under an obligation to obtain the best possible result for 
each individual order; rather they should apply their (execution) policies to each order with a view 
to obtaining the best possible result in accordance with the (execution) policy. 

3.4 All investment firms that carry out orders should also disclose "appropriate information" to 
clients about their (execution) policies and monitor and review their performance. See Q13 – Q18 
and Q22-24. 

 

Q4 What is the content of the execution policy of a firm that executes orders on behalf of clients 
or decisions to deal on behalf client portfolios?  

 

4.1  An execution policy should set out the investment firm’s strategy for obtaining the best 
possible result for the execution of its client orders, including the key steps the firm is taking to 
comply with the overarching best execution requirement and how those steps enable the firm to 
obtain the best possible result.  

4.2  The execution policy should also include an account of the relative importance, or the 
process for determining the relative importance, the firm places on the best execution factors when 
executing client orders or decisions to deal, as well as information on how those factors affect the 
firm’s choice of execution venues for inclusion in the execution policy. 

4.3  The execution policy should also set out the execution venues the firm uses. Article 21(3) 
states that the execution policy "…shall at least include those venues that enable the investment 
firm to obtain on a consistent basis the best possible result for the execution of client orders". CESR 
understands this provision to mean that firms should include certain venues in their policy, not 
that the policy can omit other venues used by the firm. A firm may however in exceptional 
circumstances use venues not listed in its policy, for example on a provisional basis or to 
accommodate a client request to trade in an unusual instrument, with a view to satisfying the 
overarching best execution requirement. See Q13 through Q15 on disclosure about the execution 
policy. 
 
 
Q5 What are execution arrangements and how do they differ from the execution policy? 

 
5.  The “execution arrangements” are the means that an investment firm employs to obtain the 
best possible result when executing orders or decisions to deal, while the “execution policy” may be 
understood as a document that describes the most important and/or relevant elements of those 
execution arrangements. See [Q7]. 
 
 
Q6 What is the content of a policy for a firm that transmits or places orders with other entities 

for execution? 
 
 
6.1 The “policy” is the means that the investment firm employs to obtain the best possible result 
for its clients when it transmits or places orders with other entities for execution. 
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6.2  In particular, the policy should set out the strategy of the firm, the key steps the firm is 
taking to comply with the overarching best execution requirement and how those steps enable the 
firm to obtain the best possible result. 
 
6.3  The policy should also include an account of the relative importance, or the process for 
determining the relative importance, the firm places on the best execution factors when carrying 
out client orders, as well as information on how those factors affect the firm’s choice of entities for 
inclusion in the policy. 

6.4  The policy should also set out the entities the firm uses. In exceptional circumstances, 
however, a firm may use entities not listed in its policy (See Q4). See Q13 and Q16 on disclosure 
about the policy. 
 
 

Q7 How differentiated should the content of an (execution) policy be? 

 

7.1 The investment firm should differentiate its (execution) policy to the extent necessary to 
comply with the overarching best execution requirement. 

7.2 The number of subsets in the (execution) policy will depend inter alia on the types of clients a 
firm serves, the types of financial instruments for which it accepts orders, and the relevant 
execution venues and entities available for those instruments.  

7.3 A firm's (execution) policy will need at least to address the different classes of instrument for 
which it carries out orders. Examples of such classes are equities, debt instruments, units of 
collective investment schemes and derivatives (which would need to be further distinguished 
between exchange-traded derivatives and OTC products, if appropriate). The (execution) policy 
will also need to address the distinction between retail and professional clients to the extent that the 
firm treats each such category of clients differently. In addition to differentiating by class of 
instrument and client categorisation, an investment firm may wish to distinguish its policy further, 
for example by order type.  

 

 
Q8 Can a firm that executes orders or decisions to deal include only one venue in its execution 

policy? 

 
8.1 CESR considers that whenever there is more than one execution venue that would enable the 
investment firm to obtain the best possible result on a consistent basis, the firm should consider the 
respective merits of such venues. The firm should at least include those venues that enable it to 
obtain on a consistent basis the best possible result for the execution of its client orders or decisions 
to deal. 
 
8.2 However, MiFID does not prohibit firms from selecting only one execution venue if the firm 
can show that by doing so it is able to obtain the best possible result on a consistent basis. For 
example, there may be circumstances where a particular execution venue will deliver the best 
possible result on a consistent basis for a given subset of the execution policy, or where the costs of 
including more than one venue in the execution policy (to the extent that such costs would be 
passed on to clients) would outweigh any price improvement to be gained by doing so (considered 
over a reasonable time frame). In such circumstances, it may be reasonable for the firm to include 
only one venue in its execution policy. 
 
8.3 In order to comply with the requirement under Article 19(1) to act in the best interests of its 
clients, a firm should consider transmitting client orders instead of executing them itself where that 
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would deliver a better result for clients, provided the firm is authorised for reception and 
transmission of such orders. 
 
 
Q9 Can a firm that transmits or places orders with other entities for execution include only one 

entity in its policy? 
 

9. An investment firm that transmits or places orders with other entities for execution can 
include a single entity in its policy if is able to show that this allows it to satisfy the overarching 
best execution requirement. That is, where a firm transmits or places orders with a single entity for 
execution, the firm should determine that selecting only one entity complies with the overarching 
best execution requirement. In addition, the firm should reasonably expect that the entity it selects 
will enable it to obtain results for its clients that are at least as good as the results that it reasonably 
could expect from using alternative entities.  

 

Q10 How does a firm assess the relative importance of the best execution factors? 

 
10.1 Responsibility for assessing the relative importance of the best execution factors lies with the 
investment firm. A firm should take into account the following criteria when determining the 
relative importance of the best execution factors: 
 

• the characteristics of the client, including the categorisation of the client as retail or 
professional; 

• the characteristics of the client order; 
• the characteristics of the financial instrument that is the subject of the order; 
• the characteristics of the execution venues or entities to which that order can be directed. 

 
10.2 For retail clients, the best possible result is determined in terms of the total consideration. See 

Q11. 
 
 

Q11 What is "total consideration"? 

 
11.1 Total consideration is the price of the financial instrument and the costs related to execution, 
including all expenses incurred by the client which are directly related to the execution of the 
order such as execution venue fees, clearing and settlement fees, and any other fees paid to third 
parties involved in the execution of the order.  
 
11.2 For example, an investment firm that provides a service to retail clients with respect to shares 
admitted to trading on a regulated market will focus on the net cost (or net proceeds in the case of 
a sale) of executing the order on the venues available, and will direct the order to the execution 
venue or entity providing the best possible result in terms of total consideration. The firm may 
consider speed, likelihood of execution and settlement, the size and nature of the order, market 
impact and any other implicit transaction costs and give them precedence over the immediate price 
and cost factors if they are instrumental in delivering the best possible result in terms of the total 
consideration to the retail client. Such implicit costs may be relevant for retail clients with respect 
to a large order in a relatively illiquid share, for example.  
 
11.3 CESR considers that the concept of total consideration is relevant for the assessment of best 
execution for professional client orders too, because in practice a firm is unlikely to be acting 
reasonably if it gives a low relative importance to the net cost of a purchase or the net proceeds of a 
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sale. There may be circumstances, however, where other factors will be more important for 
professional clients and MiFID clearly allows firms flexibility in this regard. 
 
 
Q12 Can a firm take its fees and commissions into account when deciding between execution 

venues? 
 
12.1 With respect to investment firms that execute orders on behalf of clients, MiFID draws a 
distinction between the selection of venues to be included in the firm's execution policy and the 
choice between two or more venues contained in the execution policy for the execution of a 
particular transaction. 
 
12.2 When selecting venues to be included in its execution policy, a firm should not take into 
account the fees and commissions that it will charge its clients. At this stage, the firm should focus 
on the potential of the venues to enable the firm to obtain on a consistent basis the best possible 
result for the execution of its client orders. In other words, it should focus on the quality of 
execution available on the various venues. 
 
12.3 When choosing a venue for the execution of a particular client order (from among the 
venues included in the firm's execution policy that are capable of executing such an order), the 
firm should take into account the effect of its own fees and commissions on the total consideration 
to the client.  
 
12.4 For example, if a firm has included a regulated market and a systematic internaliser in its 
execution policy (or is itself a systematic internaliser) because both those venues enable the firm to 
obtain on a consistent basis the best possible result for the execution of its client orders, the firm 
will need to take into account not only the prices displayed by those two venues, but also any 
difference in fees or commission it charges the client for executing on one venue rather than the 
other (as well as any other costs or other relevant factors). See Q13. 
 
 
Q13 Does MiFID regulate the fees and commissions a firm charges for the execution of client 

orders? 

 
13.1 Investment firms are free to set their fees or commissions at the level they choose, provided 
that no venue is unfairly discriminated against. A firm may not charge a different commission (or 
spread) for execution on different venues unless the difference reflects a difference in the cost to 
the firm. For example, a firm may not direct all its orders to another firm within its corporate 
group on the basis that it charges its clients a higher fee for access to other venues that is 
unwarranted by higher access costs.  
 
13.2 MiFID contains specific disclosure requirements for retail clients regarding a firm's fees and 
commissions to ensure that these investors are able to compare the fee structures of different 
firms1. See Q14. 
 
 
Q14  What information about its (execution) policy should a firm disclose to its clients? 

 
14.1 An investment firm should provide appropriate information about its (execution) policy to its 
clients, rather than the full detail of its execution arrangements and/or policy. In this way, MiFID 
strikes a balance between requiring firms to disclose a lengthy trading manual which would be of 

                                                           
1  See Article 19(3) of Level 1 and Articles 33 and 40(4) of Level 2. 
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limited utility to clients and information that is too high level to enable an adequate understanding 
of a firm's (execution) policy by clients.  
 
14.2  CESR considers that firms should disclose sufficient information, reflecting any relevant 
differentiation of the firm’s (execution) policy (see Q7), to enable clients to make a properly 
informed decision about whether to utilise the services offered by the firm.  
 
 

Q15 Is there additional information about its execution policy which a firm that executes orders 
or decisions to deal should disclose to its retail clients? 

 
15.1  An investment firm executing orders or decisions to deal on behalf of retail clients should 
disclose the following in good time prior to the provision of the service: 
 

• the relative importance the firm assigns to the best execution factors, or the process by which 
it determines their relative importance, 

• a list of the execution venues on which the firm places significant reliance in meeting the 
overarching execution requirement, 

• a warning to the client regarding the use of specific instructions. 
 
15.2  CESR considers that where a retail client requests additional information about a firm’s 
execution policy and such a request is reasonable and proportionate, the firm, by virtue of its duty 
to act fairly and professionally1, should consider honouring such a request, especially where such 
information is needed to enable the client to make a properly informed decision about whether to 
utilise, or continue utilising, the services of the firm. 
 
 
Q16 Is there additional information about its execution policy which a firm that executes orders 

or decisions to deal should disclose to its professional clients? 

 
16.1  An investment firm should provide appropriate information about its execution policy to its 
professional clients. There are no provisions within MiFID that detail what constitutes "appropriate 
information" for professional clients.  
 
16.2 Firms should supply information to professional clients upon request provided the request 
is reasonable and proportionate. What is reasonable and proportionate will depend on the facts and 
circumstances of each particular situation. 
 
 
Q17 Is there additional information about its policy which a firm that transmits or places orders 

with other entities for execution should provide to its clients? 
 
 
17.1  A firm that transmits or places orders with other entities for execution should provide 
"appropriate information" on its policy to its clients.  
 
17.2 This information should enable the client to understand the key aspects of the firm’s policy. 
Depending on the circumstances, it may be appropriate to mention the relative importance of the 
factors or to describe the process used to select the entities. It will also be appropriate to mention 
the entities used, depending on the circumstances. For example, where an investment firm includes 
only a small number of entities in its policy, it may be appropriate to disclose them to clients. 
                                                           
1 See Article 19(1) of Level 1. 
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Q18 What should a firm do if it amends its execution policy? 

 
18.1  An investment firm that executes orders or decisions to deal should notify its clients of any 
material changes to its execution arrangements or execution policy. A change is material where its 
disclosure is necessary to enable the client to make a properly informed decision about whether to 
continue utilising the services of the firm. In particular, a firm should consider the materiality of 
any changes it makes to the relative importance of the best execution factors or to the venues on 
which it places significant reliance in meeting the overarching best execution requirement. 
 
18.2 There is no comparable requirement for firms that only transmit or place orders with other 
entities for execution but do not execute orders or decisions to deal. 
 
 
Q19 How should disclosure on the (execution) policy be presented? 

 

19.1  Investment firms should provide their clients with appropriate information in a 
comprehensible form.  
 
19.2  A firm executing orders or decisions to deal on behalf of retail clients should provide the 
required information about its execution policy either in a durable medium or by means of a 
website under certain conditions1. Any such disclosure could be incorporated into the client 
agreement. 
 
 
Q20 How do clients consent to the execution policy? 

 
20.1  An investment firm that executes orders or decisions to deal should obtain the prior consent 
of its clients to its execution policy. CESR observes that for consent to be valid, the legal provisions 
of the relevant Member State relating to the giving of consent must be satisfied, without prejudice 
to what is said in Q14 through Q16 about the information that the firm should provide to clients.  
 
20.2  A firm should obtain the prior express consent of its clients before executing their orders 
outside a regulated market or MTF.  
 
20.3 There are no comparable requirements for firms when they transmit or place orders with 
other entities for execution but do not execute orders or decisions to deal themselves. 
 
 
Q21 What is the difference between "consent" and "express consent"? 

 

21.1  Where MiFID requires "prior express consent", CESR considers that this entails an actual 
demonstration of consent by the client which may be provided by signature in writing or an 
equivalent means (electronic signature), by a click on a web page or orally by telephone or in 
person, with appropriate record keeping in each case. 
 
21.2 CESR considers that on a purposive reading of the "express consent" requirement, an 
investment firm does not have to obtain express consent from its clients where the relevant 
instruments are not admitted to trading on a regulated market or MTF. 

                                                           
1 See Articles 3(1) and 3(2) of Level 2. 
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21.3 CESR understands that "prior consent" may, at least in some jurisdictions, be tacit and result 
from the behaviour of the client such as the sending of an order to the firm after having received 
information on the firm's execution policy. 
 
21.4 Competent authorities are empowered to require evidence from firms that tacit consent has 
been given by clients and may have access to any document and demand information from firms in 
this regard1. In particular, a firm may be asked to show that it has supplied clients with the 
appropriate information on its execution policy. 
 
 
Q22 In what respects and under what circumstances can a firm that transmits or places orders 

with other entities for execution rely on those entities to help it satisfy the overarching best 
execution requirement? 

 
 

22.1 MiFID clarifies that its best execution provisions are not intended to require a firm that 
transmits or places orders with other entities for execution to duplicate the efforts of its execution 
entities. Rather, a firm should determine that the entities it uses will enable it to comply with the 
overarching best execution requirement when placing an order with, or transmitting an order to, 
another entity for execution.   

22.2 To this end, a firm should review the execution arrangements of the entities it wishes to use to 
determine whether they will allow the firm to comply with all its best execution requirements.  

22.3 In determining whether an entity is likely to enable the firm to obtain the best possible result 
for its clients, a firm also may need to consider: 

o whether the entity itself is subject to Article 21 for the relevant business, that is, whether 
the entity is an investment firm executing or receiving and transmitting orders on behalf 
of the firm and the entity has agreed to treat the firm as a retail or professional client; 

o whether the entity will undertake by contract to comply with any or all of the MiFID best 
execution requirements in relation to the relevant business (with the result that it has 
contractual but not regulatory responsibilities for best execution); and 

o whether the entity can demonstrate that it delivers a high level of execution quality for 
the kind of orders that the investment firm is likely to place with or transmit to it. 

Furthermore, with respect to the relevant business, if an entity is subject to Article 21 or 
undertakes by contract to comply with Article 21, and the firm merely transmits or places 
orders with the entity for execution, taking few steps itself that affect execution quality, and 
the firm has determined that the entity has arrangements that will enable the firm to comply 
with its obligations under Article 45, then CESR considers that the firm will be able to place a 
high degree of reliance on that entity in order to comply with its own overarching best 
execution requirement. That is, in these circumstances, CESR considers that a firm would be 
complying with the overarching best execution requirement with respect to particular orders 
simply by placing them with or transmitting them to such entities. Of course, the firm would 
still be subject to the other requirements of Article 45, in particular the requirements to 
implement an appropriate policy and to monitor and review its effectiveness, including the 
execution quality actually delivered by such entities. And the firm could not continue to rely 
on an entity if its monitoring or review indicated that the entity was not, in fact, enabling it to 
obtain the best possible result for the execution of its client orders. 

22.4 In addition, when devising its policy, a firm should consider whether it is reasonable simply to 
transmit or place orders with another entity for execution or whether it is necessary to exercise 
                                                           
1 See Articles 50(1)(a) and (b) of Level 1. 
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some additional control over how its orders are executed, in order to meet the overarching best 
execution requirement. Similarly, any actions the firm takes that may affect the quality of execution 
of the order should be consistent with the overarching best execution requirement. For example, 
where a firm gives specific instructions to an execution entity about how or where a particular 
transaction is to be executed, those instructions should comply with the overarching best execution 
requirement.  

22.5 Firms are not restricted to using entities subject to MIFID for carrying out their orders. In 
order to be able to use an entity that is not subject to the MiFID best execution regime, in particular 
a non-EEA service provider, firms should ensure that the execution arrangements of such an entity 
allow them to comply with the overarching best execution requirement. Where the firm cannot 
satisfy itself that this is the case, it should not use such entities. 

 

Q23 What is the requirement to review? 

 

23.1 Review is an overall assessment of whether the (execution) policy and/or arrangements 
include all reasonable steps that the investment firm could be taking to obtain the best possible 
result for the execution of its client orders.  Specifically, the firm should consider whether it could 
consistently obtain better execution results if it were to: 

 include additional or different execution venues or entities;  

 assign a different relative importance to the best execution factors; or  

 modify any other aspects of its (execution) policy and/or arrangements. 

 
23.2 All investment firms  should carry out reviews at least annually. A firm should also review its 
(execution) policy and/or arrangements whenever a material change occurs that could affect its 
ability to obtain the best possible result for the execution of its clients' orders. What is material will 
depend on the nature and scope of any change. 
 

Q24 What is the requirement to monitor? 

 

24.1 Monitoring is the assessment, on a regular basis, of particular transactions in order to 
determine whether the investment firm has complied with its (execution) policy and/or 
arrangements, and whether the resulting transaction has delivered the best possible result for the 
client.  

Monitoring may include comparing similar transactions: 

(i) on the same execution venue or with the same entity, in order to test whether a firm's 
judgement about how orders are executed is correct, or  

(ii) on different execution venues or entities chosen from among those in the firm’s 
(execution) policy, in order to test whether the 'best' execution venue or entity is 
being chosen for a given type of transaction.  

 
24.2 Where monitoring reveals that a firm has fallen short of obtaining the best possible result, the 
firm should consider whether this is because the firm has failed to follow its (execution) policy 
and/or arrangements or because of a deficiency in such policy and/or arrangements, and make 
appropriate amendments. 
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24.3 All investment firms should undertake monitoring, but the monitoring methodology is at the 
discretion of the firm. Where monitoring every transaction would be disproportionate, other 
approaches, such as appropriate methodologies for sampling, may suffice.  
 
 
Q25 Will the precise nature of review and monitoring vary depending on where a firm sits in a 

chain of execution? 

 
25.1 Investment firms that execute orders or decisions to deal will need to monitor and review the 
steps they are taking to deliver the best possible result, as well as the performance of the execution 
venues they are using. 
 
25.2 Investment firms that transmit or place orders with other entities for execution may need to 
take different approaches to their review and monitoring requirements, depending on how much 
control they exercise over the way their orders are executed. A firm may merely send orders 
received or decisions to deal to an entity for execution, taking few steps itself that affect execution 
quality and therefore relying to a high degree on the entity with respect to how orders are to be 
executed; alternatively, it may provide that entity with more or less extensive instructions about 
how the order should be executed or take steps to manage the execution of the order itself before 
sending the order to an entity. In the second case, the firm should monitor and review its own 
actions and their impact on the execution quality it is obtaining. 
 
25.3 In any event, firms that transmit or place orders with other entities for execution should 
review and monitor the execution quality of the entities they use.   
 
25.4 In addition, if a portfolio manager is empowered to either execute its decisions to deal itself or 
to place orders with other entities for execution, then, as part of the review process, it should 
compare the performance of the entities it uses with its own performance in executing its decisions 
to deal. 
 
Q26 Is CESR currently undertaking any work on execution quality data? 

 

26.1 No. CESR will consider any request from the Commission to examine execution quality data 
or any other aspect of best execution and will report such requests as and when they are received. 
CESR will consider whether further work is needed in relation to best execution as part of the 
assessment of the MiFID work programme starting in November 2007. 

 

Q27 What is the outcome of CESR's call for evidence on article 21(5) of the Level 1 
'demonstration of compliance'? 

 

27.1 An investment firm that executes orders or decisions to deal should be able to demonstrate to 
its clients on request that such executions have been carried out in accordance with its execution 
policy. After November 2008, with one year of practical experience of the MiFID rules, CESR will 
consider whether there is a need to do further work to align the practices in this respect. 
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Section 3 - Definitions 

 
 
 

In the interests of clarity and simplicity, CESR has kept to the terminology used in MiFID and its 
implementing directive wherever possible.  However CESR considers it useful to abbreviate certain 
of these terms and concepts in order to keep the length of this paper to a minimum and to make its 
contents as user friendly as possible. Non-MiFID terms have only been used where CESR considers 
such concepts useful aids to understanding the directive.  These terms are defined here but CESR 
does not intend for these terms to supersede or add to the terms of the directives in any way. 

 

Level 1 Directive 2004/39/EC of 21 April 2004 

Level 2 Directive 2006/73/EC of 10 August 2006 

MiFID Collectively Directive 2004/39/EC of 21 April 2004 and Directive 
2006/73/EC of 10 August 2006 

Article 21 Article 21 of Directive 2004/39/EC of 21 April 2004 (Level 1) 

Articles 44, 45 and 46 Articles 44, 45 and 46 of Directive 2006/73/EC of 10 August 2006 
(Level 2) 

(Execution) policy The "execution policy" under Article 21 and the "policy" under Article 
45. 

Execute orders or 
decisions to deal 

Execute orders on behalf of clients, or execute decisions to deal on behalf 
of client portfolios when providing the service of portfolio management. 

Carrying out (i) Executing an order on behalf of a client 

(ii) When providing the service of portfolio management, placing an 
order with an entity for execution that results from a decision to deal in 
financial instruments on behalf of a portfolio or executing a decision to 
deal in financial instruments on behalf of a client  

(iii) When providing the service of reception and transmission of client 
orders, transmitting client orders to other entities for execution 

The European Commission has confirmed its intention to give the term 
this meaning as used in the context of client order handling in Articles 
47, 48 and 49 of Level 2 

Execution venues Regulated markets, MTFs, systematic internalisers, market makers or 
other liquidity providers or entities that perform a similar function in 
third countries to the function performed by any of the foregoing (last 
paragraph of Article 44(1) of Level 2) 

Entities Natural or legal persons or other entities that either transmit or execute 
orders in financial instruments 

Best execution factors The factors listed in Article 21(1) of Level 1. These factors are also 
referred to in Article 45(4) of Level 2. 

Overarching best 
execution 
requirement 

The requirement under Article 21(1) and Article 45(4) to take all 
reasonable steps to obtain the best possible result for the execution of 
client orders, taking into account the best execution factors 
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Transmit or place 
orders with other 
entities for execution 
 

 
Transmit client orders to other entities for execution when providing the 
service of reception and transmission of orders, or place orders with other 
entities for execution that result from decisions to deal in financial 
instruments on behalf of client portfolios when providing the service of 
portfolio management. 
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Appendix – European Commission response to CESR questions on scope 
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