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Executive Summary
On 14 May 2009, CESR published a consultation paper (CP) entitled “MiFID complex and noncomplex financial instruments for the purposes of the Directive‟s appropriateness requirements”
(Ref. CESR/09-295). In that CP, CESR set out for consultation its analysis of a range of types of
MiFID financial instruments and its views on how these were likely to fit within the complex/noncomplex categories of financial instruments for the purposes of the Directive„s appropriateness
requirements.
Parallel to publishing this Q&A, CESR publishes its Feedback Statement (FS) responding to
comments it received in response to the CP (Ref. CESR/09-558). This set of Q&As reflects CESR‟s
statement of its policy following its consultation paper. The Q&As should be read in conjunction
with the preceding CP and the FS.
These Q&As clarify the categorisation of financial instruments as complex or non-complex for the
purposes of MiFID‟s appropriateness requirements, including the treatment of:
types of shares and the categorisation of subscription/nil paid rights;
money market instruments, bonds and other forms of securitised debt, including the treatment
of money market instruments, asset-backed securities, bonds and other forms of securitised debt.
Also clarified is the categorisation of instruments that embed a derivative, callable and puttable
bonds, covered bonds and depository receipts among others;
units in collective investment undertakings for the purposes of the appropriateness
requirements, including UCITS1 and non-UCITS; and
certain other products such as Exchange Traded Commodities (ETCs).
It also clarifies the interpretation of the criteria set out under Art. 38 of the MiFID Level 2 Directive.
This includes such issues as the interpretation of frequent opportunities to dispose or redeem an
instrument, liquidity and also when comprehensive information can be considered to be publicly
available.
CESR stresses that its analysis, and the range of products considered, does not aim to be exhaustive,
given the number and variety of types of MiFID products traded in the world‟s financial markets. Its
focus is financial products that are (or can be) transacted by retail clients. The central aim of the
MiFID appropriateness test is to prevent complex products from being sold on an „execution-only‟
basis to retail clients who do not have the experience and/or knowledge to understand the risks of
such products.
These Q&As do not consider any possible future extension of the scope of application of MiFID
standards (for example, as a result of any current or future proposals from the European
Commission).
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Undertakings for Collective Investments in Transferable Securities.
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Introduction
1. On 14 May 2009, CESR published a consultation paper (CP) entitled “MiFID complex and
non-complex financial instruments for the purposes of the Directive‟s appropriateness
requirements” (Ref. CESR/09-295). In that CP, CESR set out for consultation its analysis of
a range of types of MiFID financial instruments and its views on how these were likely to fit
within the complex/non-complex categories for the purposes of the Directive„s
appropriateness requirements.2
2. Parallel to publishing this Q&A, CESR also publishes its Feedback Statement (FS)
responding to comments it received during the consultation period (Ref. CESR/09-558). This
set of Q&As reflects CESR‟s statement of its policy following its consultation paper. The
Q&As should be read in conjunction with the preceding CP and the FS.
3. CESR stresses that its analysis, and the range of products considered, does not aim to be
exhaustive, given the number and variety of types of MiFID products traded in the world‟s
financial markets. Its focus is financial products that are (or can be) transacted by retail
clients. The central aim of the MiFID appropriateness test is to prevent complex products
from being sold on an „execution-only‟ basis to retail clients who do not have the experience
and/or knowledge to understand the risks of such products.
4. In terms of the type of instrument or financial product, the way in which the
appropriateness requirements apply differs according to whether the instrument/product is
deemed “non-complex” or “complex” for these purposes. In practical terms, this distinction
matters because the appropriateness test must always have been undertaken by a MiFID
firm where the service or transaction involves a “complex” product. For “non-complex”
products, the test does not need to be undertaken in certain specified circumstances meaning that the resulting transactions can be carried out in a way that can be described as
„execution-only‟. The MiFID Level 1 Directive (Art. 19(6)) lists specific types of
instruments/products that can always be treated as non-complex for these purposes, then
provides in the Level 2 Directive (Art. 38) a set of criteria for “other non-complex” products
not specifically listed. These provisions together also indicate some specific types of MiFID
products that should always be treated as “complex” for the purposes of the appropriateness
requirements.
5. These Q&As do not consider any possible future extension of the scope of application of
MiFID standards (for example, as a result of any current or future proposals from the
European Commission).

This paper will make references to two MiFID Directives: the Level 1 Directive 2004/39/EC and the Level 2
Directive 2006/73/EC. The appropriateness requirements are set out in Art. 19(5) of the MiFID Level 1
Directive and Art.s 36 and 37 of the MiFID Level 2 Directive. The prescribed exceptions to the „appropriateness
test‟ are set out in Art. 19(6) of the MiFID Level 1 Directive and Art. 38 of the MiFID Level 2 Directive.
2
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Section 1 – Shares
6. According to the MiFID Level 1 Directive Art. 19(6), shares admitted to trading on a
regulated market or in an equivalent third country market are „non-complex‟ instruments for
the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. Any other types of shares that are not
expressly mentioned in Art. 19(6) will have to be assessed as per the criteria in Art. 38 of the
Level 2 Directive.
What is a regulated market?
7. A market falling under MiFID‟s (Level 1 Art. 4(1)(14)) definition of „regulated market‟. This
can include investment exchanges and other types of multilateral markets regulated in
accordance with MiFID Title III; it does not include those systems defined by MiFID as
multilateral trading facilities (MTFs). Art. 47 of the Level 1 Directive requires that each
Member State maintains an updated list of regulated markets for which it is the home
Member State and communicates this information to other Member States and the
European Commission. The Commission is required to publish a list of regulated markets,
notified to it, on a yearly basis in the Official Journal of the European Union.
What is an „equivalent third country market‟?
8. Art. 19(6) of the MiFID Level 1 Directive states that „a third country market shall be
considered as equivalent to a regulated market if it complies with equivalent requirements
to those established under Title III. The Commission shall publish a list of those markets
that are to be considered as equivalent. This list shall be updated periodically‟. Since this list
has not yet been published, there are no formal equivalent third country markets and there
are two possible approaches to shares that radmitted to trading on a third country market:
(i)

either firms should assess such shares against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2
Directive; or

(ii) in the absence of a list, all such shares would have to be treated as complex
instruments.
9. Since one can assume that under the list, once published, some of these shares will be
regarded as automatically non-complex and the others will need to be assessed against the
Art. 38 criteria, CESR is inclined to the view that option (i) above is a more risk-based and
proportionate approach until the list is published.
What types of shares are specifically covered under Art. 19(6) as being non-complex?
10. MiFID does not define the specific term “shares”, either for the purpose of Art. 19(6) or
elsewhere. Furthermore, this element of company law is not harmonised at the EU level.
However, in the definition of „transferable securities‟ in MiFID Level 1 Directive Art.
4(1)(18)(a), a distinction is made between “shares in companies and other securities
equivalent to shares in companies, partnerships or other entities, and depositary receipts in
respect of shares.”
11. CESR thus interprets the reference to shares in Art. 19(6) as capturing shares in companies
where those shares are admitted to trading on a regulated market or an equivalent third
country market, but excluding other securities equivalent to shares in companies,
partnerships or other entities, and depositary receipts in respect of shares. This means that
shares in companies (when they are admitted to trading) will be automatically non-complex.
Instruments other than such shares in companies admitted to trading will need to be
assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive to determine whether they
need to be treated as non-complex or complex instruments for the purposes of the
appropriateness requirements.
5

12. It is important to note that where a share is admitted to trading on a regulated market, it is
automatically non-complex, no matter where else it may be traded.
13. However, CESR believes that shares in a non-UCITS collective investment undertaking are
first and foremost investments in a collective investment undertaking and that (for the
purposes of the appropriateness requirements) this should prevail over the legal form they
take (whether units or shares) in the interests of a consistent regulatory treatment of such
investments for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. CESR believes that
shares in a non-UCITS undertaking should therefore be assessed against the Art. 38
criteria, unless the final Directive on Alternative Investment Fund Managers (AIFMD)
prescribes a different treatment. Since UCITS are separately mentioned in Art. 19(6) as
automatically non-complex, this is not an issue for shares in an UCITS.
14. Furthermore, CESR‟s view is that preference shares that do not embed a derivative should
be considered as automatically non-complex for the purposes of the appropriateness
requirements. Preference shares that embed a derivative should be considered as complex
(for convertible preference shares, please see below).
How should other types of equity securities be treated?
15. All other types of equity securities that are not expressly mentioned in Art. 19(6) of the Level
1 Directive should be assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive. This
includes:
Shares that are not admitted to trading on a regulated market or in an
equivalent third country market. This category would include „unlisted‟ or
„unquoted‟ shares that are not admitted to trading on any public market, as well as
shares admitted to trading on a market which is not a regulated market (or
equivalent third country market).
Depositary receipts for shares: as noted above, the MiFID definition of
transferable securities3 distinguishes depositary receipts in respect of shares (and
bonds) from shares (and bonds) themselves.4 This means that depositary receipts
admitted to trading on a regulated market are not identical to shares (or bonds) for
these purposes and are therefore not automatically non-complex for the purposes of
the appropriateness requirements5.
Stapled securities that comprise different types of security (one of which is
a share) which are „stapled‟ i.e. are contractually bound to form a single unit so that
they cannot be bought or sold separately. For example, CESR is aware that in some
financial markets (e.g. Australia), it is common for property trusts to have their
units stapled to the shares of companies with which they are closely associated. This
may be less common in European markets, certainly involving retail clients, though
CESR is aware of at least one issue within the EU involving ordinary shares and
warrants being stapled.
Art. 4(1)(18) of the Level 1 Directive
At a simple level, a depositary receipt can be defined as a type of transferable security representing another
security (generally equity or debt) issued by a foreign listed company. The most common types of depositary
receipt are American Depositary Receipts (ADRs) and Global Depositary Receipts (GDRs)/European Depositary
Receipts (EDRs).
5 This does not mean that these instruments cannot be treated as equivalent to shares for other regulatory
purposes.
3
4
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Do listed convertible shares fulfil the Art. 38 criteria for being non-complex?
16. CESR believes that convertible shares (i.e. convertible preference shares or convertible
preferred stock) fall within the type of transferable securities described in Art. 4(1)(18)(c) of
MiFID Level 1 Directive, as „other securities giving the right to acquire or sell any such
transferable securities or giving rise to a cash settlement determined by reference to
transferable securities, currencies, interest rates or yields, commodities or other indices or
measures‟. The types of securities covered by Art. 4(1)(18)(c) are expressly excluded from
eligibility as “other non-complex financial instruments” under the Art. 38 criteria6. This
means that convertible shares should be treated as complex products for the purposes of the
appropriateness test. This outcome would be logically consistent with the Directive‟s
treatment of convertible bonds (see below).
Do subscription rights/nil-paid rights fulfill the Art. 38 criteria for being non-complex?
17. These are rights that give shareholders an opportunity to purchase more shares, usually at
discount. They are usually given by the issuer of the original shares. The shareholders
receive these rights at no cost, and if the rights are renounceable, the shareholders can
choose to sell them on the market. The issuance of these rights is not a MiFID activity, but
the appropriateness requirements can apply to MiFID activities such as the secondary
trading of these instruments (i.e. when the shareholders choose to sell them).
18. The starting point is that subscription rights/nil paid rights fall within the type of
transferable securities described in Art. 4(1)(18)(c) of MiFID Level 1 Directive, as „other
securities giving the right to acquire or sell any such transferable securities or giving rise to
a cash settlement determined by reference to transferable securities, currencies, interest
rates or yields, commodities or other indices or measures‟. Since securities covered by Art.
4(1)(18)(c) are expressly excluded from eligibility as “other non-complex financial
instruments” under the Art. 38 criteria, this means that subscription rights/nil-paid rights
should be treated as complex products for the purposes of the appropriateness test.
19. However, for the purposes of the exercise and sale of these rights by shareholders to whom
they have been granted, they should not be seen as financial instruments in themselves.
They should be considered as a component of the share itself (the right is separated from the
share only to facilitate the trading of the rights). It would be reasonable therefore for these
rights to be categorised in the same way as the share itself, but only where the instrument
that they give right to subscribe is the same financial instrument that gave rise to the
subscription right. This interpretation could also cover the strictly necessary acquisition in
the secondary market of subscription rights to round up the numbers of rights necessary to
acquire the relevant share.
20. Where the exercise of the subscription rights involves the purchase of financial instruments
which are different to the shares which gave rise to the subscription rights, then the exercise
of such subscription rights should be regarded as complex or non-complex depending on the
classification of the financial instrument being offered for purchase.
21. CESR therefore concludes that if the type of share itself is non-complex, the primary market
acquisition and exercise of subscription rights/nil paid rights (including the strictly
necessary acquisitions in the secondary market of subscription rights to round up the
numbers) should also be classified as non-complex for the purposes of the appropriateness
test. If, on the other hand, the share is classified as complex, then the primary market
acquisition and exercise of subscription rights/nil paid rights should also be classified as
complex for the purposes of the appropriateness test.
6 Art.

38(a) of the Level 2 Directive.
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22. For the purposes of secondary market acquisitions of subscription rights/nil paid rights these
instruments ought to be classified as falling within Art. 4(1)(18)(c) of MiFID Level 1
Directive, and therefore are complex products for the purposes of the appropriateness test.
23. Secondary market disposals of subscription rights/nil paid rights by shareholders to whom
these instruments have been granted can be regarded as necessary actions to obtain monies
equivalent to dividends. Therefore the application of the appropriateness test to such
transactions would be unnecessary in these circumstances.

Section 2 – Money market instruments, bonds and other forms of securitised debt
24. MiFID Level 1 Directive Art. 19(6) suggests that money market instruments, bonds and
other forms of securitised debt are „non-complex‟ instruments for the purposes of the
appropriateness requirements, unless they embed a derivative. CESR sees the exception for
instruments that embed a derivative as applying to all of these instruments, since all are
forms of securitised debt.
What does the category of money market instruments cover?
25. Money market instruments are defined in MiFID Level 1 Directive Art 4(1)(19) as those
classes of instruments which are normally dealt in on the money market, such as:
o

Treasury bills;

o

certificates of deposits; and

o

commercial paper.

26. Q&A 167 in the European Commission‟s MiFID Q&A database 7 expands on the Directive‟s
definition in commenting that “it is commonly understood that money-market instruments
are liquid debt instruments that are capable of being traded (although in practice most are
held until maturity). They usually mature in less than one year. The list of examples
referred to in MiFID is not exhaustive (Art. 4(1)(19) of Directive 2004/39/EC). Several EC
Directives define "money market instruments". Please see: Art. 1(1) of Directive 85/611/EEC;
Recital 4 of Directive 2001/108/EC; Recital 9 of Directive 2007/16/EC.” The Commission
answer also references the ECB statistical framework which defines money market
instruments as "those classes of transferable debt instruments which are normally traded on
the money market (for example, certificates of deposit, commercial paper and banker's
acceptances, treasury and local authority bills)…” and which may be “issued by:
a central, regional or local authority, a central bank of a Member State, the European
Union, the ECB, the European Investment Bank, a non-Member State or, if the latter is
a federal State, by one of the members making up the federation, or by a public
international body to which one or more Member States belong; or
an establishment subject to prudential supervision, in accordance with criteria defined
by Community law or by an establishment which is subject to and complies with
prudential rules considered by the competent authorities to be at least as stringent as
those laid down by Community law, or guaranteed by any such establishment; or
an undertaking the securities of which have been admitted to an official listing on a
stock exchange or are traded on other regulated markets which operate regularly, are
recognised and are open to the public.”

7

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/securities/docs/isd/questions/questions_en.pdf
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What does the category of Treasury bills cover?
27. Treasury bills are traditionally short-term debt securities (with a maturity of less than one
year) backed primarily by the U.S. government. However, it is clear from the context of
MiFID and from the ECB discussion above that the reference to Treasury bills should be
read more widely than this, as covering securities issued or backed by any central, regional
or local authority, a central bank of a Member State, the European Union, the ECB, the
European Investment Bank, a non-Member State or, if the latter is a federal State, by one of
the members making up the federation.
28. It is not clear whether a distinction is intended between short term securities (bills) and
longer term securities (with maturities of greater than one year) which might better be
regarded as government/public bonds. In practice, this question should not matter since
both Treasury bills and government/public bonds would be covered by the references in Art.
19(6) to money market instruments and bonds.
What does the category of certificates of deposits cover?
29. A certificate of deposit would be covered by MiFID where it is a transferable security,
negotiable on the capital market. If it is not negotiable, then it would be excluded from
MiFID as an instrument of payment.
What does the category of commercial paper cover?
30. Commercial paper has a common interpretation in the global money markets, basically as an
unsecured promissory note with a fixed maturity of up to 270 days and variable interest
rates, generally issued by credit institutions or large corporates. Regardless of the credit
rating of the issuer (which will obviously determine the price and value of the instrument),
MiFID would treat most commercial paper as automatically non-complex for the purposes of
the appropriateness requirement. The exceptions to this would, in CESR‟s view, be
commercial paper that embeds a derivative, and asset-backed commercial paper (see below),
which CESR believes should not be treated as automatically non-complex instruments for
the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. CESR does not believe that direct retail
client investment in commercial paper is significant in Europe.
What types of money market instruments would be regarded as embedding a derivative and
would therefore be complex instruments for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements?
31. CESR considers the concept of instruments that embed a derivative below. Examples of
common money market instruments that embed a derivative would include certain
certificates of deposits or Medium Term Notes.
Which types of instruments are included in this category as bonds and other forms of
securitised debt?
32. In CESR‟s view, the reference to „bonds‟ in Art. 19(6) covers traditional bonds, where the
bond holder is in effect lender to the issuer and the issuer has to pay back the totality of the
nominal value of the bond to the bond holder at maturity. Such bonds usually have a defined
term or maturity, after which the bonds are redeemed. Traditional bonds are in general
issued by corporate bodies or public authorities.
33. For the purpose of Art. 19(6) CESR reads the term „securitised debt‟ as meaning debt that is
incorporated in a security. It then follows that the term „other forms of securitised debt‟
means debt securities other than bonds or money market instruments.
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Does this mean that all debt securities (bonds, money market instruments and other debt
securities) are non-complex financial instruments?
34. No. CESR rejects the interpretation that reads the term „other forms of securitised debt‟ as
meaning debt that has undergone a securitisation process. Such an interpretation would
reach a conclusion that makes instruments such as Mortgage Backed Securities (residential
or commercial), Collateralised Debt Obligations, or other Asset Backed Securities (including
those backed by e.g. auto-loans, credit card loans or equipment lease receivables) noncomplex financial instruments.8
35. CESR takes the view that a number of types of securitised debt structures cannot accurately
be described as „non-complex‟. Some of the examples of structures of Mortgage Backed
Securities, Collateralised Debt Obligations, Asset Backed Commercial Paper and other Asset
Backed Securities that are covered in the CESR Report on “Transparency of corporate bond,
structured finance product and credit derivatives markets”9 are good illustrations of complex
structures, which will affect the ease with which the risk attached to the product may be
understood. Cash-flows and the ultimate cash settlement will also be determined by
reference to the underlying assets, similarly to those types of transferable securities that are
automatically complex for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements because they
fall within MiFID Art. 4(1)(18)(c). There are also similarities with instruments that embed a
derivative.
36. Most retail clients will not be investing directly in most types of Asset Backed Securities
(and certainly not without investment advice). However, given the structures of these
instruments, the issues that have emerged in the financial markets involving Asset Backed
Securities, and the involvement of some retail investors, CESR is of the view that Asset
Backed Securities should not be regarded as automatically non-complex instruments for the
purposes of MiFID Art. 19(6) and should not be transacted for retail clients on a non-advised
basis without the appropriateness test being carried out – i.e. without a firm asking retail
clients about their knowledge/experience to understand the risks and, if necessary, giving
the clients a warning.
37. Amongst the population of financial instruments falling within „other forms of securitised‟
debt‟, those that embed a derivative and those that incorporate structures which make it
difficult for the investor to understand the risk attached to the product should be considered
as complex products for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. However,
pending further review by the EU institutions of the drafting of MiFID Art. 19(6), CESR
believes that at least some products considered as „other forms of securitised‟ debt‟ will need
to be assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the MiFID Level 2 Directive. The likely result
of such an assessment is that almost all, if not all, such products will be considered complex,
38. CESR would also stress that where firms are marketing debt instruments to retail clients
they are under a MiFID obligation to provide appropriate information, in a comprehensible
form, about these financial instruments and proposed investment strategies. This includes
appropriate guidance on and warnings of the risks associated with investments in those
instruments or in respect of particular investment strategies, so that clients are reasonably
able to understand the nature and risks of the investment service and of the specific type of
financial instrument that is being offered and, consequently, to take investment decisions on
an informed basis10.
CESR recognises that not all of these instruments are likely to be transacted by retail clients directly (as
opposed to investment by funds in which retail clients may invest).
9 Ref: CESR/09-348, July 2009.
10 Art. 31 of the Level 2 Directive is particularly relevant in the context of debt instruments. For example, it
includes the requirement that “in the case of financial instruments that incorporate a guarantee by a third
party, the information about the guarantee shall include sufficient detail about the guarantor and the
guarantee to enable the retail client or potential retail client to make a fair assessment of the guarantee.”
8
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Is there a definition for bonds and other forms of securitised debt that embed a derivative‟?
39. MiFID does not include a definition of bonds and other forms of securitised debt that embed
a derivative, either at Level 1 or Level 2. However, the concept of an instrument
“embedding a derivative” is being increasingly used and discussed by bodies and groups that
are active in the capital markets – notably those bodies involved in the development and
setting of appropriate accounting standards.
40. CESR itself considered the concept in its “Advice to the European Commission on
Clarification of Definitions concerning Eligible Assets for Investments of UCITS” (January
2006, Ref. CESR/06-005). In formulating this advice, CESR took account of IAS 3911, noting
that “paragraph 10 of the IAS 39 defines an embedded derivative as "a component of a
hybrid (combined) instrument that also includes a non-derivative host contract with the
effect that some of the cash flows of the combined instrument vary in a way similar to a
standalone derivative. An embedded derivative causes some or all of the cash flows that
otherwise would be required by the contract to be modified according to a specified interest
rate, financial instrument price, commodity price, foreign exchange rate, index of prices or
rates, credit rating or credit index, or other variable. A derivative that is attached to a
financial instrument, but is contractually transferable independently of that instrument, or
has a different counterparty from that instrument, is not an embedded derivative, but a
separate financial instrument ".
What types of instruments are included in this category?
41. CESR‟s advice on eligible assets for investments of UCITS referred to above also includes an
“illustrative and non-exhaustive list” of financial instruments that CESR believes could be
assumed to embed a derivative. This list comprises the following, all of which could be
examples of money market instruments, bonds and other forms of securitised debt
embedding a derivative:
- credit linked notes;12
- structured instruments whose performance is linked to the performance of a bond index;
- structured instruments whose performance is linked to the performance of a basket of
shares with or without active management;
- structured instruments with a nominal fully guaranteed whose performance is linked to
the performance of a basket of shares, with or without active management;
- convertible bonds; and
- exchangeable bonds.
42. Structured instruments whose performance is linked to the performance of another
underlying such as a commodity or a commodity basket should also be added to this list.

The objective of International Accounting Standard 39 is to establish principles for recognising and
measuring financial assets, financial liabilities and some contracts to buy or sell non-financial items.
12 Essentially a security with an embedded credit default swap, allowing the issuer to transfer a specific credit
risk to investors.
11
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Why are money market instruments, bonds or other forms of securitised debt that embed a
derivative always complex instruments for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements?
43. CESR believes that both a literal and risk-based reading of Art. 19(6) leads to the conclusion
that money market instruments, bonds and other forms of securitised debt that embed a
derivative should not be categorised as “non-complex” for the purposes of the
appropriateness test. If an instrument is explicitly excluded from the list of non-complex
instruments in Art. 19(6), it should not be brought back in via Art. 38. Only those
instruments not specifically mentioned in Art. 19(6) in the first place should be assessed
against the criteria in Art. 38 as potentially “other non-complex financial instruments.”
What is the categorisation of convertible bonds?
44. As indicated in the illustrative list above, CESR believes that convertible bonds, reverse
convertible bonds and other exchangeable bonds can be regarded as bonds embedding a
derivative and thus ineligible to be regarded as non-complex instruments for the purposes of
the appropriateness test.13 14
Are callable and puttable bonds non-complex or complex financial instruments for the
purposes of the appropriateness test?
45. Callable bonds give the issuer of the bond the right to redeem the bond prior to the maturity
date, under certain conditions. Puttable bonds (or put bonds) give the holder of the bond the
right to force the issuer to repurchase the security before its maturity, under certain
conditions. Each set of rights will be reflected in the coupon rate on the bond, and it is
possible for a bond to embed both types of rights.
46. CESR believes that it is reasonable to regard such callable and puttable bonds as bonds
embedding a call or put option, with the price of the bond taking these components into
account. This means that such bonds should not be regarded as non-complex instruments for
the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. It has also been suggested to CESR that
the increased volatility risks of these instruments also makes them complex products.
What is the categorisation of covered bonds?
47. The term „covered bond‟ is used for a number of financial instruments with different
characteristics. Traditional covered bonds are corporate bonds with an enhancement in the
form of a recourse to a ring-fenced pool of assets that remains on the balance sheet of the
issuer. This pool of assets secures or "covers" the bond if the issuer (usually a financial
institution) becomes insolvent. Issuers must ensure that the pool of assets consistently backs
the covered bond. In case of insolvency, the investor has access to both the pool of assets and
the issuer. CESR is of the opinion that these traditional covered bonds which include all of
the above features are non-complex instruments as they are essentially ordinary corporate
bonds with an enhancement.
48. CESR is also of the opinion that mortgage bonds issued by a credit institution under the
conditions stated by Art. 5(4)(b) of the Prospectus Directive should also be considered to be
A convertible bond is an instrument that gives the holder the option to convert the bond for other securities
(including securities offered by the issuer). A reverse convertible bond gives the issuer the option to convert the
bond. An exchangeable bond will involve features of an option, to convert before the maturity of the bond under
prescribed conditions.
14 An alternative rationale is provided by the European Commission in its MiFID Q&A database, Q93.
However, this also leads to the same conclusion that a convertible bond is a complex instrument for the
purposes of the appropriateness test.
13

12

non-complex instruments (see recital 13 of the implementing regulation of the Prospectus
Directive).
49. However, structured covered bonds could be described as bonds backed by a pool of assets
which is off-balance sheet (held on a corporate structure separate from the financial
institution). The issuer of these bonds is sometimes not the financial institution itself but the
corporate structure that is wholly owned by the financial institution‟s group. These
structured covered bonds are similar to Asset Backed Securities and their regulatory
treatment should arguably be the same. CESR therefore considers that pending any review
of the text of Art. 19(6), structured covered bonds should not be treated as automatically
non-complex. Those structured covered bonds that embed a derivative and those that
incorporate structures which make it difficult for the investor to understand the risk
attached to the product should be considered as complex products for the purposes of the
appropriateness requirements. Other structured covered bonds should be assessed against
the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive. The likely result of such an assessment is
that almost all, if not all, such bonds will be considered complex, especially if the investor
has no recourse to the financial institution that has issued or sponsored the instrument.
What is the categorisation of subordinated bonds?
50. Although subordinated bonds have particular characteristics in the event of the bankruptcy
or liquidation of the issuer, CESR does not believe that Art. 19(6) provides grounds to treat
these as a further distinct category beyond those types of bonds or other securitised debt
already mentioned. The same considerations should therefore apply to their categorisation
as for other types of bonds and securitised debt. However, given the greater risks associated
with subordinated bonds in terms of repayment in the event of insolvency, MiFID‟s general
risk disclosure obligations (including Art. 19(3) of the Level 1 Directive) are again
particularly relevant.
What is the categorisation of depositary receipts in respect of bonds or other forms of
securitised debt?
51. As with depositary receipts in respect of shares, the MiFID definition of “transferable
securities” at Level 1 Directive Art.4(1)(18)((b) distinguishes depositary receipts in respect of
bonds or other forms of securitised debt from bonds or other forms of securitised debt
themselves. It seems reasonable to read Art. 19(6) in the same way. In CESR‟s view, this
means that depositary receipts in respect of bonds or other forms of securitised debt need to
be assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive in determining whether
they can be treated as non-complex instruments.
What is the categorisation of step-up notes and floating rate notes?
52. CESR understands step-up notes to be debt securities, usually callable, with interest rates
that increase over time. If the notes are not called by the issuer, their coupons increase
according to a predefined schedule. In CESR‟s view, for the purposes of the appropriateness
requirements, callable step-up notes will not be non-complex as they embed a call option.
Non-callable step-up notes that simply move to a higher interest rate after a pre-defined time
period may be treated as non-complex debt securities because they do not embed an option.
53. Floating-rate notes are notes with a variable interest rate. Given the different variations and
structures of floating-rate notes, CESR again would not consider such instruments as
automatically non-complex. These notes should therefore be assessed against the Art. 38
criteria – including the first criterion covering derivatives and similar instruments. CESR
would expect that notes whose only particularity is the floating rate payment structure
would be non-complex.
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Section 3 – UCITS and other collective investment undertakings
54. According to MiFID Level 1 Directive Art. 19(6) UCITS are „non-complex‟ instruments for
the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. Other units in collective investment
undertakings within the scope of Annex I to the MiFID Level 1 Directive will need to be
assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive, unless the final text of the
Directive on Alternative Investment Fund Managers prescribes a different treatment.
What is a UCITS for the purpose of the appropriateness requirements?
55. There is no special meaning of the term "UCITS" for the purpose of the appropriateness
requirements. The reference therefore captures investments in a collective investment
undertaking which is constituted according to the UCITS Directive (Directive 85/611/EC, as
amended). UCITS may be constituted according to national law, either under the law of
contract (as common funds managed by management companies), trust law (as a unit trust)
or under statute (as investment companies). Depending on the form under which it has been
constituted, a UCITS will be represented by units (when it is a common fund) or by shares
(when it is a company). Art. 1 of the UCITS Directive furthermore confirms that the concept
of units in collective investment undertakings also includes shares of such undertakings.
56. All investments in UCITS are non-complex instruments by definition, for the purposes of the
appropriateness requirements, regardless of the underlying instruments in which the
UCITS invests. Nothing in MiFID Art. 19(6) requires a person to look through to the
underlying investments of the UCITS for these purposes.
How should collective investment undertakings other than UCITS be classified for the
purpose of the appropriateness requirements?
57. Units in collective investment undertakings that are not constituted according to the UCITS
directive („non-UCITS‟) are not automatically non-complex instruments (see below).
When can a non-UCITS be categorised as a non-complex financial instrument?
58. As MiFID stands, any unit or share in a non-UCITS collective investment undertaking can
be categorised as a non-complex instrument if it fulfils all the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level
2 Directive. However, CESR notes the Commission‟s proposal for a Directive on Alternative
Investment Fund Managers (AIFMD), which will have a bearing on non-UCITS funds. Their
final treatment for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements may be prescribed by
the AIFMD.
59. The characteristics of a particular non-UCITS might also have an impact on whether it
satisfies all the criteria in Art. 38. For example, some non-UCITS may be less likely to
satisfy all the criteria of Art. 38 (especially Art. 38(b), (c) and (d)).
What types of non-UCITS collective investment undertakings might be particularly relevant
for the purpose of the appropriateness requirement?
60. Units (or shares) in all collective investment undertakings are financial instruments under
MiFID Level 1 Directive (Annex 1, Section C (3)), unless they are specifically excluded from
the Directive‟s scope (as, for example, insurance or pension products).
61. Therefore, non-UCITS collective investment undertakings potentially covered by the
appropriateness test requirement are those within MiFID scope that are not authorised in
accordance with the UCITS Directive. This may cover undertakings which do not fulfill the
requirements of the UCITS Directive or those that choose not to follow the UCITS route.
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62. At present, the AIFMD aims to cover all non-UCITS collective investment undertakings, so
the scope of such undertakings should be clarified by the final text of that Directive. The
scope is likely to cover (among others) such investments as real estate funds, private equity
and venture capital funds, hedge funds and funds of hedge funds (if not constituted as
UCITS), commodity funds and infrastructure funds.
How should undertakings such as Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs), capital protected funds or
hedge funds be categorised?
63. ETFs which are structured as UCITS will be automatically non-complex. The treatment of
ETFs which are non-UCITS will be as described above.
64. If a capital protected fund is an authorised UCITS, it will be categorised as a non-complex
instrument by definition. Other types of capital protected funds will currently have to be
assessed against the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive.
65. Pending the outcome on the AIFMD, hedge funds are currently in the same position for
these purposes, although a hedge fund is traditionally less likely to be a collective
investment undertaking authorised under the UCITS Directive. However, since it is likely
that in some cases such an undertaking will not itself be authorised or regulated and that it
will not be permitted to market to the public without restrictions, it seems reasonable to
consider that it may not readily satisfy the criteria in Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive where
this is the determining factor.
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Section 4 – “Other non-complex financial instruments” under Art. 38 of the Level 2
Directive: Issues of general interpretation
66. According to MiFID Level 2 Directive Art. 38, other MiFID financial instruments which are
not specifically mentioned in the first indent of Art. 19(6) can be considered as non-complex
instruments if they satisfy four criteria.
67. The four criteria to be satisfied by such an instrument are:
(a)

It does not fall within Article 4(1)(18)(c) of, or points (4) to (10) of Section C of Annex I
to, Directive 2004/39/EC

(b)

There are frequent opportunities to dispose of, redeem, or otherwise realise that
instrument at prices that are publicly available to market participants and that are
either market prices or prices made available, or validated, by valuation systems
independent of the issuer;

(c)

It does not involve any actual or potential liability for the client that exceeds the cost of
acquiring the instrument;

(d)

Adequately comprehensive information on its characteristics is publicly available and
is likely to be readily understood so as to enable the average retail client to make an

informed judgment as to whether to enter into a transaction in that instrument.
68. The need for these criteria is that it is not practical for the MiFID Level 1 Directive to
attempt to list all types of financial instruments that may (now or in the future) reasonably
be treated as „non-complex‟ for the purposes of the appropriateness requirements. It
therefore includes a reference to „other non-complex financial instruments‟. CESR was asked
by the Commission to advise on a set of criteria to guide the scope of this reference, which
informed the Commission‟s Level 2 Directive on this point. Although there is room for
interpretation on some of the criteria, the purpose of Art. 38 is to confine the scope of „other‟
non-complex instruments only to those products that are adequately transparent, liquid and
capable of being readily understood by retail clients. MiFID derivatives and certain similar
instruments cannot qualify as „non-complex‟ under the criteria.
Consideration of each criterion
38(a): The instrument does not fall within Article 4(1)(18)(c) of, or points (4) to (10) of Section
C of Annex I to, Directive 2004/39/EC
69. The first of the criteria (38(a)) is quite direct. It has to be checked that the instrument does
not fall within
the types of derivative contracts covered by MiFID, as listed at points (4) to (10) of
Section C of Annex I to the Level 1 Directive; or
that part of the MiFID definition of transferable securities covering “any other
securities giving the right to acquire or sell any such transferable securities or giving
rise to a cash settlement determined by reference to transferable securities, currencies,
interest rates or yields, commodities or other indices or measures.” (Art. 4(1)(18)(c) of
MiFID Level 1 Directive).
70. This criterion prevents a large number of MiFID instruments from being treated as „noncomplex‟ for the purposes of the appropriateness test. It covers a wide range of futures,
options, swaps, forward rate agreements, and financial contracts for differences.

16

71. In CESR‟s view, the types of such MiFID instruments most likely to be commonly traded by
retail clients as direct investments (as opposed to investments via funds), on a non-advised
basis, include:
Warrants (see also Q.184 of the EC Q&A database)
Covered warrants15 ; and
Financial contracts for differences (including financial „spread bets‟, common in some
Member States).
38(b) How often should a client have the opportunity to dispose, redeem or otherwise realise
the instrument to consider that those opportunities are frequent?
72. CESR believes that the reference to frequent opportunities is capable of accommodating a
range of frequencies: daily, weekly and, possibly, in a few cases, longer regular frequencies.
73. Where the position may not be obvious, firms should consider this criterion on a case-by-case
basis, taking account of information available, the particular instrument in question, and
the standard practice in the markets for that instrument. For example, in the case of shares
admitted to trading on non-regulated markets only, a number of venues support trading by
market makers who are obliged to quote two way prices during the trading day - thereby
ensuring that a market exists - and in some cases are subject to maximum spread
restrictions. In such cases, the opportunity to trade is in theory there throughout the day.
38(b) When are prices publicly available to market participants and how should prices be
determined to meet the criterion?
74. In general CESR believes that prices are publicly available to market participants when
they are easily accessible through channels that are easy to find for the relevant clients. For
example, it may be considered that prices are publicly available when MiFID pre- and posttrade transparency requirements, or similar national requirements for financial instruments
other than shares, apply.
75. Prices should be either market prices (i.e. prices at which a number of market participants
are willing to trade and which are determined following transparent and non-discretionary
rules), or (in the absence of market prices) prices made available, or validated, by valuation
systems independent of the issuer. In CESR‟s opinion, acceptable valuation systems for
these purposes should be those which are generally recognised as being experts in providing
such valuations and devoted to this activity on a consistent basis. These valuation systems
must be independent of the issuer (and to this end firms should remember MiFID provisions
on conflicts of interest).
76. In the case of units in non-UCITS, Recital 61 of the MiFID Level 2 Directive specifies the
following with regard to criterion 38(b): „the circumstances in which valuation systems will
be independent of the issuer should include where they are overseen by a depositary that is
regulated as a provider of depositary services in a Member State‟. Again, the final AIFMD
may have a bearing here.
A covered warrant is a right to buy or sell an underlying asset (at or before a prescribed date at a specified
price) that is issued by a third party, usually a financial institution. The warrants can be issued on any number
of underlying securities, including single equities, a basket of shares, or a market index. The issuer of the
warrant hedges its position using derivatives, such as traded options, and underlying shares; hence the term
covered. A covered warrant can be cash-settled.
15
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77. CESR accepts that where funds calculate their redemption prices under supervision of or in
cooperation with a depositary, custodian or independent party, these should be deemed to
meet this element of the criterion.
78. However, CESR does not consider that the non-market price requirement would be satisfied
simply by an objective valuation made by the issuer itself in compliance with MiFID‟s
conduct of business rules. Such an evaluation would need to be verified independently of the
issuer, for the reasons stated in the CP.
79. CESR believes that the net asset values published by investment funds in line with the
relevant UCITS requirements are sufficient for the purposes of the criterion.
38(b) Does it mean that a product admitted to trading on a regulated market (other than
shares) complies with the requirement of “frequent opportunities to dispose of, redeem, or
otherwise realise that instrument”?
80. This will not automatically be so in every case. The admission to trading of the product
offers the potentiality of having frequent opportunities to dispose of, redeem, or otherwise
realise that instrument but does not ensure that in practice a range of frequencies will exist.
Similarly, the existence of prices publicly available (determined either by the market or by
valuation systems) in CESR‟s opinion does not automatically ensure that Art. 38(b) will be
satisfied, if frequent opportunities to trade do not exist. Firms will need to be particularly
diligent when considering securities trading on a market where liquidity is thin.
38(c) Under what circumstances can it be considered that the client has an actual or potential
liability that exceeds the cost of acquiring the instrument?
81. The existence of an actual or potential liability can be understood as the possibility that, at
any time, the investor runs the risk of being liable to make a payment above the initial
outlay made in order to acquire the instrument, i.e. the cost of the financial instrument itself
as well as the commissions and fees charged.
38(d) What does the information referred to in Art. 38(d) cover?
82. It refers to adequately comprehensive information on the characteristics of a financial
instrument. This is a wider concept than price (covered in criterion (b)), and potentially
covers such points as the structure of the instrument, how the return is calculated,
performance, the issuer, the market in the instrument, any guarantees, the risks, time
horizons, and any other particular features that may affect the value, performance or
liquidity of the instrument etc. The criterion also indicates the need for the client to have
easy access to this information and that it should be described in a fair, clear and not
misleading way.
38(d) When can it be considered that comprehensive information is publicly available?
83. Information is publicly available when it is easily accessible through channels that are easy
to find for the relevant clients. Some factors that could be considered to check the
accessibility to the information are: number of sources through which information is
available, the nature of the sources and channels, and the ability of the client to reproduce,
download or print the information he needs. MiFID does not require an intermediary to
create new information for the purposes of this criterion, if adequately comprehensive and
understandable information is publicly available from other sources (including e.g. the issuer
of the instrument). But if the firm is creating the information that is to be made publicly
available, then the firm must ensure that it is fair, clear and not misleading and complies
with any other applicable legal requirements.
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84. A firm will also need to consider whether the language in which the comprehensive
information is available will affect its ability to be readily understood so as to enable the
average retail client to make an informed judgment as to whether to enter into a transaction
in that instrument. Subject to this point, CESR considers that product information in the
client‟s language provided in a durable medium by an information agent in the investor‟s
jurisdiction can be considered publicly available information.
85. Information comparable to a UCITS prospectus or other form of documentation recognised by
EU law and produced to that standard should usually be considered as comprehensive
information. The simple volume of information (e.g. length of a prospectus) need not be a
determining factor under Art. 38(d), where a shorter document is adequately comprehensive.
Information could be considered publicly available if it is produced in compliance with the
Prospectus Directive.
86. CESR acknowledges that the considerations set out above as to what could be considered as
comprehensible and publicly available information cannot be considered exhaustive or
complete.

Section 5 – Other products
Do the appropriateness requirements apply to deposits, loans, mortgages or life insurance
products?
87. These questions have been addressed by the European Commission in its MiFID Q&A
database (notably Q&As 118 and 203). In summary, the answer is “no” to all of the above,
since these are not MiFID financial instruments listed in Section C to Annex 1 of the MiFID
Level 1 Directive. The exception to this is that the Commission regards a deposit with an
embedded derivative that has the potential of reducing the initial capital invested as a
financial instrument under MiFID.
What is the position of Exchange Traded Commodities (ETCs)?
88. CESR recognises that ETCs are increasingly traded by retail investors in a number of
Member States. It is possible for these instruments to be structured in a number of ways.
Some are structured in a way that combines features of contracts for differences and
transferable securities. These investment instruments are sometimes listed on exchanges,
but they have no specified maturity date and do not pay interest. The main element of
return on the investment is an amount related to the price of a commodity, or level of a
commodity index or indexes.
89. ETCs that are (in part) contracts for differences will need to be treated as 'complex'
instruments for the purposes of the appropriateness test, since they do not satisfy the first
condition of Art. 38 of the Level 2 Directive. ETCs structured as other securities giving rise
to a cash settlement determined by reference to transferable securities, currencies, interest
rates or yields, commodities or other indices or measures, will also be complex instruments
because they will not meet the first condition of Art. 38. Any that are structured as debt
securities that embed a derivative would also not be non-complex.
90. Since different structures can exist, firms should consider the regulatory classification in
each case for the purposes of the appropriateness test. However, it is likely that most ETCs
will not be capable of being treated as non-complex instruments for the purposes of the
appropriateness requirements, for the reasons set out above.
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ANNEX I – Non-exhaustive list of MiFID complex / non-complex financial instruments
(to be read in conjunction with the text of the paper)

AUTOMATICALLY NONCOMPLEX UNDER ART. 19(6)

1.
(i)
Ordinary/ common shares in
companies, admitted to trading on a
regulated market.16
(ii) Ordinary preference shares in
companies admitted to trading on a
regulated market.17
(iii)
Subscription
rights/nil-paid
rights to acquire shares that are
automatically non-complex.

TO BE ASSESSED AGAINST
THE CRITERIA IN ART. 38 OF
THE MiFID LEVEL 2
DIRECTIVE

ALWAYS COMPLEX UNDER ART.
38 OF THE MiFID LEVEL 2
DIRECTIVE

SHARES
(i) Shares that are not admitted to
trading on a regulated market
(ii) Shares admitted to trading on a
third country market18

(i) Convertible shares.
(ii) Callable/
shares

convertible

preference

(iii) Depositary receipts in respect of
shares
(iv) Subscription rights/ nil-paid
rights to acquire shares that are not
automatically non-complex
(v)
„Stapled
securities‟
that
comprise a share and a different
type of security
(vi) Shares in non-UCITS openended
collective
investment
undertakings
(vii) Shares in non-UCITS closedended
collective
investment
undertakings

2. MONEY MARKET INSTRUMENTS, BONDS AND OTHER FORMS OF SECURITISED DEBT
(i) Money market instruments that
do not embed a derivative. Including:
Treasury bills
Certificates of deposit
Commercial paper

(i) Depositary receipts in respect of
bonds or other forms of securitised
debt.

(i) Money market instruments, bonds
and other forms of securitised debt that
embed a derivative. Including

(ii) floating rate notes

credit linked notes

(ii) Bonds that do not embed a
derivative Including
Corporate bonds
Government/public bonds
Traditional covered bonds

(iii) possibly some asset-backed
securities,
other
structured
instruments and structured covered
bonds

structured
instruments
whose
performance is linked to the
performance of a bond index
structured
instruments
whose
performance is linked to the
performance of a basket of shares
with or without active management
structured instruments with a
nominal fully guaranteed whose

This would also apply to equivalent third country markets after the Commission has published a list of those
markets.
17 This would also apply to equivalent third country markets after the Commission has published a list of those
markets.
18 After the Commission has published the list on equivalent third country markets, this would apply only to
those markets that have not been considered to be equivalent.
16
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performance is linked to the
performance of a basket of shares,
with or without active management
convertible bonds
other exchangeable bonds
callable bonds (including callable
step-up notes)
puttable bonds
(ii) Asset-backed securities and other
structured instruments that embed a
derivative or incorporate structures
which make it difficult for the investor to
understand the risk attached to the
product
(iii) Structured covered bonds that
embed a derivative or incorporate
structures which make it difficult for the
investor to understand the risk attached
to the product
3.

UCITS AND OTHER COLLECTIVE INVESTMENT UNDERTAKINGS

(i) Units (or „shares‟) in any UCITS

(i) Units in a non-UCITS fund
(ii) Shares in a non-UCITS openended
collective
investment
undertaking
(iii) Shares in non-UCITS closedended
collective
investment
undertakings

4.
N/A

None are automatically complex as
MiFID is drafted. (Note: the fact
that an undertaking invests in
derivatives will not automatically
make it „complex‟ for these
purposes.)

OTHER FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS
Other MiFID financial instruments
which
are
not
specifically
mentioned in the first indent of Art.
19(6) of the Level 1 Directive

(i) MiFID-scope derivatives covered by
items 4-10 of Section C of the Annex to
MiFID
(ii) Other securities giving the right to
acquire or sell a transferable security or
giving rise to a cash settlement
determined by reference to transferable
securities, currencies, interest rates or
yields, commodities or other indices or
measures (Art. 4(1)(18)(c) of MiFID
Level 1 Directive), including:
Warrants
Covered warrants (It can be argued
either that covered warrants fall
under items 4-10 of Section C of the
Annex I to MiFID or that they are
securities covered by c) of Art.
4(1)(18) of MiFID)
Financial contracts for differences
(including e.g. Exchange Traded
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Commodities that are contracts for
differences or structured as debt

securities
that
embed
a
derivative and financial „spread
bets‟)
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