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[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in the Consultation Paper and in particular on the specific questions in this reply form. Comments 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.
ESMA will consider all comments received by 3 July 2025. 
Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
· Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in this reply form. 
· Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_1>. Your response to each question has to be framed by the two tags corresponding to the question.
· If you do not wish to respond to a given question, please do not delete it but simply leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
· When you have drafted your responses, save the reply form according to the following convention: ESMA_CP1_nameofrespondent. 
For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the following name: ESMA_CP1_ABCD.
· Upload the Word reply form containing your responses to ESMA’s website (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes). 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 close of the consultation, unless you request otherwise. Please clearly and prominently indicate in your submission any part you do not wish to be publicly disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. 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 not to disclose the response is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.

Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the headings ‘Legal notice’ and heading ‘Data protection’..
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	Name of the company / organisation
	Euronext
	Activity
	Regulated markets/Exchanges/Trading Systems

	Are you representing an association?
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	Country/Region
	Europe




[bookmark: _Hlk124780170]Questions
1. Do you agree with the proposals regarding pre-trade transparency?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_1>
Euronext welcomes the review of MiFIR to enhance and improve pre-trade and post-trade transparency in non-equity financial derivatives. We fully support the overarching goal of simplifying the transparency framework and ensuring consistent application across these diverse market segments. 
With the MiFIR review, the scope of pre-trade transparency was limited to central limit order book (CLOB) and periodic auction trading system only. Eliminating pre-trade requirements for all other trading systems makes pre-trade waivers redundant for CLOB. Moreover, from a technical perspective, it is questionable whether pre-trade waivers should be implemented solely within CLOB, given that their algorithms rely on trading members reacting to displayed prices and volumes. The practical application of these waivers in derivative markets would be limited and potentially unworkable.
In light of the above, we believe that further clarification is needed regarding the scope of application of pre-trade transparency, particularly with reference to the application of pre-trade LIS thresholds in a CLOB context.
In such a framework, it is difficult to understand how the LIS thresholds could be coherently integrated with the functioning of CLOB, where pre-trade transparency is already ensured by well-established mechanisms.
Consequently, we consider the application of pre-trade LIS thresholds inappropriate in CLOB and propose removing any reference to them.
For this reason, we suggest removing the “Pre Trade” column currently included in Annex III of the draft RTS, specifically in the tables referring to Exchange Traded Derivatives, namely Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6.
Finally, as a general principle, Euronext believes that all comparable trading systems should be subject to similar transparency requirements. It is crucial to ensure a level playing field across platforms and market models.
[bookmark: _Hlk202276517]However, with regard to commodity derivatives, and energy derivatives in particular, the application of pre-trade transparency requirements would not be appropriate for this market segment. This is because commodity derivatives, and energy derivatives in particular, differ fundamentally from equity markets in terms of structure and liquidity, for example. 
A uniform approach to transparency would overlook the unique features of these markets. Power and gas derivatives, in particular, exhibit characteristics that do not align with the assumptions underlying pre-trade transparency frameworks. We welcome and support the changes made to the pre-trade transparency regime for non-equity derivatives which took effect on 28 March 2024, which removed the pre-trade transparency requirements for energy derivative block trades. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_1>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendments to Table 2 (fields) and Table 3 (flags) of Annex II of RTS 2? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_2>
Euronext supports the proposed amendments to Table 2 (Fields) of Annex II of RTS 2, which relate to MDG messages, and the new feeds created under the CTP project. 
Regarding Table 3 (Flags) of Annex II of RTS2, Euronext agrees that the post-trade transparency flags for derivatives should be aligned with the new post-trade transparency regime established by the MiFIR revision. We are in favour of standardising and aligning the post-trade deferral flags, which were already introduced for bonds, to include derivatives as well.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_2>

1. Do you agree not to change the concept of “as close to real-time as technically possible”? If not, what would be in your view the maximum permissible delay?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_3>
Yes, Euronext agrees with ESMA’s approach not to change the concept of “as close to real-time as technically possible” under RTS 2, which currently allows for a maximum delay of 5 minutes.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_3>

1. Do you agree with the general approach described above?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_4>
Yes, Euronext agrees and welcomes ESMA’s general approach to adopt a static determination of liquidity for derivatives, as already done for bonds, in line with the objective of making the transparency regime simpler and more stable.
Moving to static thresholds will certainly reduce complexity but may mean it does not remain fully accurate. It is crucial that ESMA maintains close oversight of this framework and intervenes swiftly should any challenges arise. Continuous monitoring will be key to ensuring its effective and consistent implementation over time. In this context, we consider it essential that any modifications to the static thresholds be subject to a public consultation process, thereby ensuring transparency and the active involvement of stakeholders. Given that revisions to Regulatory Technical Standards (RTSs) typically require considerable time, there is a legitimate concern that delays in recalibrating thresholds could arise should the initial parameters prove inadequate.
In parallel, Euronext stresses the importance of incorporating the ADNA metric as a technical input in threshold calibration. This ensures that size parameters are better aligned with actual trading activity and underlying market liquidity conditions, preserving a fair and functional framework for trade deferrals and transparency obligations.
Euronext generally supports the overall approach of allowing trading venues to maintain a similar post-trade transparency regime, thanks to the sufficient level of granularity and the use of a floor-based methodology when instrument categories are grouped. However, for some equity derivatives (EDs), the absence of ADNA ranges under the new regime has resulted in significantly higher size thresholds for interday deferrals. This is particularly problematic for instruments with low ADNAs and short maturities, where the new framework considerably hinders the effective use of deferrals. Therefore, Euronext believes that either a floor-based approach to size thresholds—similar to what is applied in interest rate, FX, or credit derivatives—or increased granularity is necessary.
Regarding section 3.4.3.3.10, Euronext would like to emphasize its full support for ESMA’s proposal on deferral durations by category. The T+2 timeframe should indeed represent the maximum period allowed for the deferred publication of post-trade data. Euronext also strongly welcomes the recognition that deferrals are intended to give market participants time to hedge their positions, rather than to allow them to completely unwind their trades.
Lastly, we support discontinuing the reporting of transparency data to FITRS, given that the periodic publication of transparency calculations on derivatives will cease.
Nevertheless, we request further clarification on the exact timeline for this termination.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_4>

1. Which option do you prefer for the liquidity assessment for equity exchange-traded derivatives, option A, option B, option C or another alternative?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_5>
Euronext expresses its support for Option C, as it offers a more granular framework and provides trading venues with greater operational flexibility.
As defined in Q4, we believe that applying granularity effectively is crucial. None of the three options (A, B and C) currently under consideration appears to take into account the ADNA of single-stock derivative products.
Historically, under the previous post-trade deferral regime, both LIS and SSTI thresholds were segmented into multiple granularity bands based on the ADNA of specific product classes. In contrast, the granularity of the new framework is driven solely by the outcome of the liquidity assessment.
We therefore believe it is essential to integrate ADNA ranges into the liquidity evaluation process, ensuring a more accurate representation of market structure and trading activity.
Additionally, when determining whether an ETD is liquid or illiquid, we consider it fundamentally important to assess the liquidity at level of underlying instruments individually (especially for stock-based products), since underlying assets do not all exhibit the same liquidity profile. Factoring ADNA into the analysis effectively grounds the assessment in the characteristics of the specific underlying asset, enhancing the precision and fairness of the classification.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_5>

1. Which option do you prefer for the liquidity assessment for interest rate exchange-traded derivatives, Option A, Option B or another alternative?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_6>
Euronext believes that the current liquidity assessment for interest rate exchange-traded derivatives is not sufficient and supports ESMA's decision to propose a more granular liquidity determination, where we consider interest rate derivatives contracts to be illiquid if the contract is traded less than 50 times per day on average.
Therefore, Euronext supports Option B because it is more granular. This option enables a more precise identification of instruments that do not have sufficient trading volume to be considered liquid, thereby improving market transparency and efficiency. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_6>

1. Do you agree with the liquidity assessment for commodity and emission allowances exchange traded derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_7>
Yes, we agree with the liquidity assessment for commodity and emission allowances exchange-traded derivatives as proposed by ESMA.
However, Euronext highlights the challenges in ensuring consistent application across different asset classes. Commodity derivatives—especially in the electricity and gas sectors—are characterised by rapidly evolving structures and varying liquidity profiles. Relying solely on fixed metrics and static assessments may not accurately capture the true liquidity conditions across all markets.
Therefore, we urge caution in adopting rigid, static methodologies and encourage ESMA to maintain the flexibility to revisit and revise the classification of specific categories as market conditions evolve. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_7>

1. Do you agree with the liquidity assessment for the following ETD asset classes: FX, Credit, securitised derivatives and other derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_8>
Euronext welcomes the fact that, for FX, credit, securitised derivatives and other derivatives, the assessed liquidity does not change compared with the current RTS 2 text.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_8>

1. Regarding the size thresholds for the deferral regime of Equity exchange traded derivatives, which option do you prefer?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_9>
In general, Euronext supports the thresholds as it appears the approach will result in increased transparency which will be beneficial for the market. 
However, we would like to highlight that while we understand the rationale for the new approach in determining liquidity is to reduce complexity and the focus on outstanding issuance size seems reasonable given it is a valid indicator of liquidity, there are other factors that may also be very relevant and impact the liquidity of these securities.
Regarding Options, as referenced in our response to Q.5, we agree with ESMA's proposal for option C. However, for the same reasons expressed in the response to Q5, Euronext proposes to either reinclude ADNA ranges, albeit in a simpler form with only two ranges, or orient the entire size threshold methodology on the floor thresholds as are done for interest rate, credit, and FX derivatives.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_9>

1. What is your view on the size thresholds for the deferral regime of Interest rate exchange traded derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_10>
In line with our response to Q6, Euronext expresses a preference for Option B, as it offers greater operational flexibility to trading venues. We value the increased responsiveness this option enables, allowing trading platforms to more efficiently adapt to the evolving needs of the members.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_10>

1. What is your view on the size thresholds for the deferral regime of commodity and emission allowances exchange traded derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_11>
To confirm what we said in Q.7, Euronext agrees with the proposed size thresholds for the deferral regime of commodity and emission allowances exchange-traded derivatives as outlined by ESMA.
Specifically, we agree to use the current value of the post-trade LIS threshold as the “medium size” for the most liquid classes and to use the existing post-trade LIS threshold as a cap for the remaining, less liquid classes. For illiquid classes of commodity derivatives, we support the unique threshold of 200,000 EUR.
For this last point, we appreciate the simplification made by ESMA compared to the current structure of size thresholds for illiquid commodity derivatives.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_11>

1. Do you agree with the size thresholds for the deferral regime of the following ETD asset classes: FX, Credit, securitised derivatives and other derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_12>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_12>

1. Do you agree with the proposed liquidity assessment for OTC interest rate derivatives? Should you support a different assessment for spot-starting and forward-starting interest rate derivatives, please support your response with a data analysis.  
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_13>

1. Do you agree with the proposed liquidity assessment for OTC single-name credit derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_14>

1. Do you agree with the proposed liquidity assessment for OTC index credit derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_15>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_15>

1. Do you agree with the proposed deferral framework for OTC interest rate derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_16>

1. Do you agree with the proposed deferral framework for OTC single-name CDSs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_17>

1. Do you agree with the proposed deferral framework for OTC index CDSs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_18>

1. Do you have suggestions on the way to implement the volume masking in the post-trade reports, including the application of flags?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_19>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendments to Articles 14 and 15 of RTS 2? Please explain.	
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_20>
Euronext supports the amendments to Article 14 and 15 of RTS 2, aimed at specifying the policy operations and the type of operations to which Article 1(6) and (7) of MIFIR applies with regard to members of the ESCB which are not a member of the Eurosystem only.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_20>

1. Do you agree with the proposed amendments to CDR 2017/2194, the RTS on package orders? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_21>
Euronext supports the ESMA’s proposal to limited to central limit order book (CLOB) and periodic auction trading systems only the scope of pre-trade transparency was. Eliminating pre-trade requirements for all other trading systems makes pre-trade waivers redundant for CLOB. In the context of the ESMA’s proposal for package orders this means all package orders classified as pre-arranged would be out of scope of the pre-trade transparency regime. 
As described in our response to Q1, Euronext believes that if pre-trade transparency is limited exclusively to CLOB, its practical relevance in cases involving, for example, on-screen strategies for package orders, must be questioned.
Moreover, considering that the new regime would eliminate the liquidity assessment for pre-trade transparency, Euronext believes it is essential to clarify the technical applicability of the proposed regulatory framework for package order in the post-trade transparency context.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_21>

1. Do you agree with the proposals on regulatory data for OTC derivatives? Please distinguish in your reply between regulatory data per instrument vs. regulatory data per system matching order.
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_22>

1. Do you agree with the proposals on core market data for OTC derivatives?
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_DERI_23>
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