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	Date: 10 March 2020


[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
The European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) invites responses to the specific questions listed in the Consultation Paper on the transparency regime for non-equity instruments and the trading obligations for derivatives MiFID II/ MiFIR review report published on the ESMA website.

Instructions
Please note that, in order to facilitate the analysis of the large number of responses expected, you are requested to use this file to send your response to ESMA so as to allow us to process it properly. Therefore, ESMA will only be able to consider responses which follow the instructions described below:
· use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
· do not remove the tags of type <ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_1> - i.e. the response to one question has to be framed by the 2 tags corresponding to the question; and
· if you do not have a response to a question, do not delete it and leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
Responses are most helpful:
· if they respond to the question stated;
· indicate the specific question to which the comment relates;
· contain a clear rationale; and
· describe any alternatives ESMA should consider.

Naming protocol
In order to facilitate the handling of stakeholders’ responses please save your document using the following format:
ESMA_CP_MIFID_NQT_NAMEOFCOMPANY_NAMEOFDOCUMENT.
e.g. if the respondent were ESMA, the name of the reply form would be:
ESMA_CP_MIFID_NQT_ESMA_REPLYFORM or 
ESMA_CP_MIFID_NQT_ANNEX1

Deadline
Responses must reach us by 19 April 2020.
[bookmark: _Toc335141334]All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’.

Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the end of the consultation period, unless otherwise requested. Please clearly indicate by ticking the appropriate checkbox in the website submission form if you do not wish your contribution to be publicly disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. Note also that a confidential response may be requested from us in accordance with ESMA’s rules on access to documents. We may consult you if we receive such a request. Any decision we make is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.
[bookmark: _Toc335141335]
Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the headings ‘Legal notice’ and ‘Data protection’.



General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	BME Derivatives Exchange
	Activity
	Regulated markets/Exchanges/Trading Systems

	Are you representing an association?
	☐
	Country/Region
	Spain



Introduction
Please make your introductory comments below, if any:

<ESMA_COMMENT_CP_MIFID_NQT_1>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_COMMENT_CP_MIFID_NQT_1>


What benefits or impacts would you see in increased pre-trade transparency in the different non-equity markets? How could the benefits/impacts of such pre-trade transparency be achieved/be mitigated via changes of the Level 1 text?.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_1>
At BME Derivatives we consider the review of the MiFIR pre-trade transparency regime and RTS 2, transparency requirements need to be balanced to avoid damaging liquidity, undermining the price discovery process and pushing market participants towards more bilateral (Over The Counter - OTC) trading outside of transparent and regulated venues and outside central clearing.

To promote pre-trade transparency article 8 should include OTC & SI trading activity, if not, a less stringent regulation would create an unfair disadvantage for those trading venues complying with the rule, as well as an incentive to trade in those darker, less transparent, environments, which is precisely what the rule is trying to avoid

<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_1>

What proposals do you have for improving the level of pre-trade transparency available? Do you believe that the simplification of the regime for pre-trade transparency waivers would contribute to the improvement of the level of pre-trade transparency available?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_2>
BME Derivatives Exchange support ESMA’s current approach and methodology which aims to increase the proportion of lit trading while preserving the needs of market participants for pre-arranged transactions based on an analysis of the instruments’ liquidity. In light of the recent market conditions and in particular to the Covid-19 crisis, we believe the current rules are appropriate and that higher thresholds would have considerably complicated the situation. Volatility, however, impacted the broader market as well as market makers ability to quote and hence there seem to be two points where some flexibility could benefit to the hedging needs:
Some flexibility to lower minimum thresholds in high volatile market conditions would allow facilitate hedging. We suggest to half the existing minimum sizes in these cases. As a reminder, in stressed markets market makers can double the spread and halve the quantities. 
Whatever the market conditions, the liquidity criteria to set the minimum volumes thresholds could be fine-tuned. Considering an option contracts for instance, liquidity does not concentrate equally in function of the strike price or the maturity. Indeed, the level of liquidity if much lower (a) deep In-/Out-of-The-Money options and (b) Long-dated options. Based on this discrepancy in the distribution of liquidity, we recommend lowering the LIS threshold for deep In-/Out-of-The-Money (Strike price > ±10% of the opening price) and long-dated options (maturity > 12 months).

Following the concept of exemption to hedging activities in commodities, we suggest the same can be promoted at FX derivatives, both financial and non-financial entities should be able to cover currency related risk (for example a European entity buying dollar denominated assets). 
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_2>

Are you supportive of ESMA’s proposal to delete the pre-trade SSTI-waiver? Would you compensate for this by lowering the pre-trade LIS-thresholds across all asset classes or only for selected asset classes? What would be the appropriate level for such adjusted LIS-thresholds? If you do not support ESMA’s proposal to delete the pre-trade SSTI-waiver, what should be the way forward on the SSTI-waiver in your view?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_3>

What are your views on the use of the SSTI for the SI-quoting obligations. Should it remain (Option 1) or be replaced by linking the quoting obligation to another threshold (e.g. a certain percentage of the LIS-threshold) (Option 2)? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_4>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_4>

Would you support turning the hedging exemption into a limited negotiated trade waiver? If so, would you support Option 1 or Option 2? If not, please explain why.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_5>


Do you agree with ESMA’s observations on the emergence of new trading systems and the proposed way forward requiring a Level 1 change and ESMA to issue an Opinion for each new trading system defining its characteristics and the transparency requirements? Would you have suggestions for the timeline and process of such Opinions? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_6>

Do you agree with the proposal for the definition of hybrid system? Are there in your view trading systems currently not or not appropriately covered in RTS 2 on which ESMA should provide further guidance? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_7>

Do you agree with ESMA’s proposal to require SIs to make available data free of charge 15 minutes after publication? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_8>
Yes, BME Derivatives agrees with ESMA’s proposal to define that SIs also have to make available data free of charge 15 minutes after its publication. To improve the quality of published pre-trade transparency information, in particular in traditionally opaque markets, the requirements of SIs should be on the same level as those of trading venues. This would not only further level the playing field between SIs and trading venues but would also improve the overall level of pre-trade transparency in financial markets.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_8>

Would you see value in further standardising the pre-trade transparency information to increase the usability and comparability of the information? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_9>
Standardisation of pre-trade transparency information would certainly add value, simplify usability and comparability of the information offered.  Nevertheless it is of upmost importance to remember that many venues have been complying with the pre-trade transparency requirements since the rules were established over two years ago. Standardisation should have been an initial aim, and should now be the objective for all those venues not complying yet, while a transitional period should be allowed to those already compliant. At BME Derivatives we strongly support the standardization that should be the one already established by ESMA for the regulated markets.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_9>

Do you agree with ESMA’s assessment of the level of post-trade transparency and with the need of a more streamlined and uniform post-trade regime which does not include options at the discretion of the different jurisdictions? If not, please explain why and, where available, support your assessment with data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_10>
BME Derivatives consider that more post-trade transparency information should be made available to enhance competition among market participants, reduce information asymmetries, deliver high quality information for market users to enable them to make better informed investment decisions, and to ensure a level playing field across jurisdictions. So we support a uniform post trade regimen for all NAs.
In our opinion the post-trade regime is working properly, but it should apply same regulatory standards without exception to the OTC markets as well.

<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_10>





Do you agree with this proposal? What would be the appropriate level of such a revised LIS-threshold in your view?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE

<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_11>

In your view, should the real time publication of volume masking transactions apply to transactions in illiquid instruments and above LIS waiver (Option 1) or to transactions above LIS only (Option 2 and Option 3). Please elaborate. If you support another alternative, please explain which one and why.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_12>
BME Derivatives Exchange would prefer to ensure deferrals for illiquid instruments considering they have a LIS of zero. The option 2 and 3 proposed makes the LIS for the illiquid contracts to do not exist, making them impossible to reach any LIS level (as the liquid instruments has).
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_12>

Do you agree with the publication of the price and volume of all transactions after a certain period of time, such as two calendar weeks (Option 1 and 2) or do you support the two-steps approach for LIS transactions (Option 3)? Please explain why and provide any alternative you would support. Which is the optimal option in case a consolidated tape would emerge in the future?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_13>
We agree that price and volume need to be published for transparency purposes, and we suggest that if the deferral is too long then it will not be out of use for the market participants.
From BME Derivatives point of view, post-trade information published after t + 2 could be an optimal deferral option and we support LIS level equal as zero for illiquid instruments.

<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_13>

Do you agree with ESMA’s proposed way forward to issue further guidance and put a stronger focus on enforcement to improve the quality of post-trade data? Are there any other measures necessary at the legislative level to improve the quality of post-trade data? What changes to the transparency regime in Level 1 could lead to a substantial improvement of data quality?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_14>
BME Derivatives Exchange supports that it should be mandatory to comply equally with the transparency and publication rules by all market participants, including OTC markets and APAs.

<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_14>

What would be the optimal transparency regime to help with the potential creation of a CTP?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_15>





Do you agree with ESMA’s above assessment? If not, please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_16>
Yes, BME Derivatives Exchange agrees with ESMA’s assessment that TOTV definition could be broader looking for meet MIFIR transparency objectives.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_16>

Are you of the view that the interpretation of TOTV should remained aligned for both transparency and transaction reporting? If not, please explain why.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_17>
Yes, BME Derivatives Exchange agrees with ESMA view that the interpretation of TOTV should remained aligned for both transparency and transaction reporting.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_17>

Which of the three options proposed, would you recommend (Option 1, Option 2 or Option 3)? In case you recommend an alternative way forward, please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_18>
BME Derivatives Exchange is in favour of Option3 as it looks for an equal treatment for TOTV and OTC traded fulfilling transparency objectives.

 As it is said that non price formation transactions will be exempted from post trade transparency and transaction reporting, the new regulation must take into account that we cannot consider all the OTC trades as non-price formation transaction because if it is not cleared defines, all the OTC trades would be under the exemption and the goal of this Option 3  will not be achieved.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_18>

What is your view on the proposal to delete the possibility for temporarily suspending the transparency provisions? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
Given this has not been used to date; it is unclear to us if it is a necessary requirement to retain. We also would suggest that such a temporary suspension could be hard to implement from a systems perspective.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_19>

Do you have any remarks on the assessment of Article 28 of MiFIR? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_20>

Do you have any views on the above-mentioned criteria and whether the criteria are sufficient and appropriate for assessing the liquidity of derivatives? Do you consider it necessary to include further criteria (e.g. currency)? Do you consider that ESMA should make use of the provision in Article 32(4) for asset classes currently not subject to the trading obligations? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_21>





Do you agree that a procedure for the swift suspension of the trading obligation for derivatives is needed? Do you agree with the proposed procedure? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_22>

Do you have a view on this or any other issues related to the application of the DTO?
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_23>

Do you have any views on the functioning of the register? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_24>

Do you agree that the current quarterly liquidity calculation for bonds is appropriate or would you be of the view that the liquidity determination of bonds should be simplified and provide for more stable results? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_25>

Do you agree with ESMA proposal to move to stage 2 for the determination of the liquidity assessment of bonds? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_26>

Do you agree with ESMA proposal not to move to stage 2 for the determination of the pre-trade SSTI thresholds for all non-equity instruments except bonds? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_27>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_27>




Do you agree with ESMA proposal to move to stage 2 for the determination of the pre-trade SSTI thresholds for bonds (except ETCs and ETNs)? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_28>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_28>

What is your view on the current calibration of the ADNA and ADNT for commodity derivatives? Are there specific sub-asset classes for which the current calibration is problematic? Please justify your views and proposals with quantitative elements where available.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_29>

In relation to the segmentation criteria used for commodity derivatives: what is your view on the segmentation criteria currently used? Do you have suggestions to amend them? What is your view on ESMA’s proposals SC1 to SC3? In your view, for which sub-asset classes the “delivery/cash settlement location” parameter is relevant.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_30>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_30>

What is your view on the analysis and proposals related to the pre-trade LIS thresholds for commodity derivatives? Which proposal to mitigate the counterintuitive effect of the current percentile approach do you prefer (i.e. keep the current methodology but modify its parameters, or change the methodology e.g. using a different metric for the liquidity criteria)? Please justify your views and proposals with quantitative elements where available.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_31>
Trade registration is an important way to allow transactions in illiquid/nascent commodity markets in the most transparent way. However, excessively high LIS thresholds lead market participants to revert to more bilateral trading outside transparent and supervised venues, and outside CCP clearing.

The minimum threshold of 500,000 EUR is too high and should be decreased significantly. By bringing the LIS value more closely in line with the actual market, the overall negative market impact should be reduced.
<ESMA_QUESTION_CP_MIFID_NQT_31>
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