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Reply Form	
Call for evidence on the market structure of European equity markets. 


Responding to this Consultation Paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this Consultation Paper and in particular on the specific questions summarised in Annex 1. 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 30 June 2026. 
All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 
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_MSEM_0>. 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_ MSEM_nameofrespondent. 
	For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the reply form would be saved with the 	following name: ESMA_CP1_ MSEM_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 heading ‘Data protection’.
Who should read this paper?
This paper is primarily addressed to all financial market participants, including trading venues and investment firms, as well as to asset management, data reporting service providers, trade associations, issuers and other stakeholders involved in financial regulation, investor education, and retail investment market developments.


General information about respondent
	Name of the company / organisation
	AFG
	Activity
	Trade association
	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country / Region
	France


Questions
1. Do you agree with the description of the market structure summarised in Figure 1 for the purpose of the study in sections 3 and 4 based on transaction reporting data? If not, could you provide an alternative description that you consider more adapted to the reality of the European trading landscape for shares?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_1>
Preliminary remarks : AFG thanks ESMA for the opportunity to contribute to the reflection on current trends in equity market structure and their potential impact on trading behaviour and price formation. 

We welcome ESMA’s pragmatic and evidence-based approach, which bases this Call for Evidence (CfE) on data and market analysis. Any changes to trading rules should indeed be supported by robust evidence and a shared understanding of evolving market dynamics, particularly given that the latest MiFIR review only entered into force a year ago. We fully support ESMA’s initiative, both in identifying potential areas of concern and in fostering an open dialogue on the potential future evolution of Europe’s equity market structure.


At this stage, our  key observations are as follows;
· The observed trends under the CfE in regard to the use of different trading mechanisms do not reveal any alarming shift, harm to liquidity or deterioration of the price formation process. 

· Diversity in trading execution, simply reflects the differing needs of investors. Models coexist because they serve different functions and contribute to best execution. Collectively, they contribute to deeper, more competitive, and more efficient EU markets. 

· Based on data shown under the CfE the majority of trades are executed on lit markets meaning either on lit continuous order books or during auctions conducted by those same venues.

· Reducing existing diversity would not simplify market structure but diminish choice and competition, increase costs, and ultimately render European capital markets less attractive.

· Price formation depends on the information available to market participants . Therefore there is broad consensus that an efficient measure to strengthen price formation would come from an enhanced equity/ETF consolidated tape offering greater pre-trade transparency and not from restricting choice of venues.

· Harmonisation of trading hours across EEA venues is considered more impactful than 24h trading capacities

Last but not least we would like to reemphasize some basic aspects we consider crucial:

· do not frame the debate by using the expression of “dark trading” for any type of activity outside a traditional order book;
· do not mix up the co-existence of multiple trading patterns with fragmentation of liquidity ;
· do not ignore a significant part of Buy-side institutional trading is for the benefit of retail end investors.

Q1 : No. ESMA defines “addressable liquidity trades” as ”transactions where another investment firm or client could have been a party to the transaction and provided liquidity to the market”. As such, we believe that the OTC category should be considered “non-addressable liquidity” only for transactions not contributing to the price discovery process for the purposes of Article 23 of MiFIR. Transaction reported as XOFF by an investment firm that is also an SI, and OTC-XOFF transactions are addressable. 

Furthermore, OTC trades are inflated and over-represented due to dual reporting occurring on UK and EU APAs. A mutual recognition of APAs would resolve this. 

We believe that the SI-OTC bucket should not exist and only serves to add confusion when it comes to understanding the liquidity landscape in the EU. These transactions would be better categorised as “OTC” with the stated intention of diving deeper into the underlying causes of OTC transactions being reported by SIs. 

However, we approve of how ESMA is diving deeper to better understand addressable liquidity and we support the goal to align the future flagging system of RTS 1 with that of transaction reporting. The granular approach ESMA has taken to run through the list of transaction types in RTS 1 to determine whether or not they are addressable is also a good step towards having a common lecture of what is addressable or not (CfE, p.64).

<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_1>

1. Do you have any insights on the XOFF transactions reported by investment firms who also act as an SI (SI-OTC trades)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_2>
We believe that the SI-OTC bucket should not exist and only serves to add confusion when it comes to understanding the liquidity landscape in the EU. These transactions would be better categorised as “OTC” with the stated intention of diving deeper into the underlying causes of OTC transactions being reported by SIs. 

We are aware of scenarios where UK based systemic internalisers (SIs), who are authorised in both the EU and UK, have been instructed to report transactions in both jurisdictions regardless of where the trade has been executed. We believe this is a consequence of having duplicate reporting regimes between the EU and UK. 

It would be beneficial for ESMA to work with NCAs to establish a common expectation when it comes to cross-border reporting, in order to avoid the duplicative reporting of trades in the EU.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_2>



1. Do you agree with the general trends identified regarding on-book vs. off-book trading, and addressable vs. non-addressable liquidity? What other trends do you consider relevant, also in terms of competitive pressures? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_3>
We believe the analysis demonstrates a healthy balance across the various trading mechanisms. While lit trading volumes have declined, they continue to account for a substantial share of addressable liquidity (45%). By contrast, price-forming SI’s activity remains comparatively limited, representing just 6.9% of the total.

Figures 3–6 also highlight how activity across different trading mechanisms evolves over time in response to changing market conditions. Trading volumes naturally shift between venues as investor priorities change. For example, during periods of heightened uncertainty, such as the COVID-19 market disruption or the onset of the Middle East crisis, we observed a marked migration towards lit venues, as investors placed greater value on execution immediacy than on minimising market impact.

We see today that competition between exchanges/RM, MTFs, SIs and other platforms have contributed to strong overall liquidity, narrow spreads and a decline in trading costs, and very much on par with other competitive jurisdictions like the US. The slight shift shown in ESMA’s data should therefore not be seen as having an impact on price formation, access to liquidity or, ultimately, investors’ best execution.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_3>

1. Do you have any concerns on the impact of the identified trends on the general functioning of the EEA markets for shares? In your view, what are the implications of the relative decreasing trend in trading on CLOB for the effective price formation in the EEA markets for shares? What are the implications on price formation should this trend persist or even accelerate?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_4>
We have no concern on the trend observed which indeed shows a slight decline in trading on continuous lit order book markets (CLOB) i.e. regulated markets and multilateral trading facilities (MTF) but that is mainly balanced with more trading on closing auctions, frequent batch auctions (FBA) which are considered addressable liquidity and do concur in the price formation process. 

The main issue would be on the primary market as it remains the key reference for price formation. But at present, there is no evidence of deterioration in trading activity that would justify structural intervention. 

It’s also important not to frame the debate as lit = good / dark = bad. Different execution venues serve different purposes and client needs. A balanced ecosystem is necessary for efficient markets. Indeed, liquidity is not homogeneous, different tools are needed to access different types of liquidity. While European equity trading is fragmented across lit markets and complementary, this complexity has not harmed investors. It resulted in lower trading costs and retail investors benefit from tighter spreads and low commissions. Lit markets is essential for price discovery, but alternative trading mechanisms provides complementary liquidity, particularly for larger or less liquid trades, with fragmentation itself not necessarily undermining market quality. Concentrating trading solely on “lit markets” would not necessarily improve outcomes and could reduce access to certain forms of liquidity. 

On the other hand, introducing measures to relocate trading on some types of markets (RM), might force investors to shift to the UK.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_4>

1. As the choice of trading facility has increased, it is important for ESMA to understand why market participants are choosing the execution facilities that they do. What are the drivers that you consider most relevant when choosing on which execution venue and with which execution method to trade?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_5>
As explained above, liquidity is not homogeneous and we need different tools to access different types of liquidity. Retail and institutional investors have fundamentally different needs. Retail trades are less market-impacting than institutional trades (e.g., large block orders or less liquid) which require specific execution mechanisms. 

Furthermore, asset managers operate under a fiduciary duty to act in the best interests of their clients. Trading desks need flexibility in execution venue selection to achieve best execution, get sufficient choice to minimise execution costs and, get better returns for end investors. On the contrary, less competition and choice would mean higher cost, higher market impact, lower returns. For example, executing large orders on a single venue can create market impact, worsening prices and reducing liquidity. The ability to diversify execution across venues mitigates these risks. Moreover, ESMA should not assume that trades that are small in size are necessarily retail trades. This is not always the case as a lot of institutional orders are often sliced before being executed. 

Asset managers define execution objectives and provide order instructions, while brokers make the detailed execution decisions in accordance with their best-execution policies. Venue selection depends on prevailing market conditions, execution objectives, costs, and available liquidity, with, yet again, the overarching goal of achieving the best possible outcome for the end investor. Access to a diverse range of trading venues is therefore essential, as it enables execution strategies tailored to different trading needs, whether for large or less liquid orders, trades requiring rapid execution, or transactions where information sensitivity is particularly high.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_5>



1. What are your experiences with regard to gaining access to liquidity? To what extent are you, either directly or via a broker, able to access liquidity on relevant trading venues or relevant systematic internalisers? If not, please explain what stands in the way of gaining such access. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_6>
We are not aware of market participants facing issues regarding the ability to access liquidity in the EU. Although fragmentation exists, investment firms have invested in their own technology to ensure that client demand is met with the ability to access pools of liquidity across the EU. 

While access to liquidity does not represent an issue, we believe that promoting investor knowledge of liquidity pools across the EU would serve to boost overall volumes in EU equity markets, increasing their attractiveness as an international destination for capital. In this regard, we fully support the delivery of the CT for equities and ETFs and believe the scope of pre-trade data should be enhanced to maximise positive impacts. This would entail introducing attributed pre-trade data as well as having multiple levels of depth of the order book. Any other regulatory change could, however, narrow execution options, therefore reducing the availability to source liquidity effectively. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_6>

1. If you are an issuer, how do you see these market developments? Do you consider this an attractive environment for listing? If not, why?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_7>
We do not see a link between the concentration of secondary market trading on a single venue and the level of IPO activity. Evidences suggest that issuance can thrive when trading is relatively dispersed, this can be seen in Nordic countries which have demonstrated high number of IPOs compared to other EU member states.

Listing decisions are shaped by a suite of considerations, including macro‑economic trends, investor sentiment, commercial strategy, the specifics of the listing framework and the availability of capital. The structure of the secondary market is only one element of a broader decision‑making matrix.

Because many issuers focus solely on primary venues, they may undervalue the total pool of EU liquidity. Delivering a high‑quality CT will therefore be essential to present a complete, accurate picture of liquidity across all execution channels.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_7>

1. What conclusions would you draw from the distribution of liquidity across EEA ISINs? Do you identify any policy recommendations in this context, with a view to enhancing price formation while ensuring a level playing field across different types of venues? Do you have explanations for the high share of OTC trading observed in the ISIN’s of some jurisdictions?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_8>
Data indicates that, for countries where there is a large percentage of OTC trading, the absolute values of the transactions remain limited and that the share of OTC trading is also limited with only a few large transactions that represent most of the trading volume.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_8>



1. What is your view on the evolution of dark trading on EU trading venues? Are there any structural shifts that you noticed, which you believe should be further monitored?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_9>
We do not see any structural shift towards dark trading but a shift inside the “lit trading” from RM/MTF towards FBA/closing auctions. Indeed, what is mentioned as “dark trading” has slightly increased, but it remains very minor. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_9>

1. What concerns/issues do you highlight at this stage? Do you see a need for specific regulatory interventions also in consideration of evidence available regarding practices related to dark trading functionalities (please provide details)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_10>
ESMA's analysis shows that there has been no significant shift towards dark trading. Moreover, the market has only recently undergone a substantial review of the MiFIR framework, with several key measures having been implemented very recently, including the introduction of the Single Volume Cap (SVC). As these reforms are still in the early stages of application, a longer observation period is necessary to properly assess their impact and draw evidence-based conclusions.
In this context, launching another review at this stage would be both premature and burdensome for market participants. Regulatory frameworks should provide not only effective oversight but also legal certainty and predictability. What European market structures need today is greater simplicity and, above all, stability, allowing firms sufficient time to adapt to the new rules and enabling policymakers to evaluate their effectiveness based on robust data rather than limited early observations.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_10>

1. What is your view on the evolution and effects of trading in closing auctions on the EU markets? Do you agree with the presented rationale for trading in closing auctions or do you consider other drivers more important for explaining the growth and increasing significance of closing auctions trading?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_11>
We agree with the rationale described by ESMA for trading in closing auctions. Two main drivers are seen as contributors:  the rise of index investing/passive management and the growing use of quantitative investment strategies benchmarked to the close. 

Closing auctions are very important for benchmarking and NAV calculation as funds and portfolios are priced based on closing prices, making them essential for market certainty, fair, transparent and reliable price that reflects the market value. As they concentrate a significant portion of daily trading volume, it increases liquidity and allows larger transaction for lower market impact. Passive funds trade during closing auctions to closely replicate index performance. However, it is very complicated to replicate the trading day through the closing auction because of the volume of transactions and the very limited time window. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_11>



1. What is your view on the effects of alternative closing mechanisms offered by MTFs and SIs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_12>
Today, closing auctions are only on regulated lit market because they are the only one providing sufficient certainty. 

While fair competition has undeniably brought positive developments under MiFID, a strict replication of this principle in the context of closing auctions may have unintended consequences.
Indeed, a single, transparent auction price (on a lit market) remains essential for accurate valuation and price clarity. Moreover, introducing competition at this stage could increase market fragmentation, which would be particularly detrimental to passive equity strategies and fund subscriptions/redemptions, both of which rely on a high degree of certainty regarding price formation and trading volumes. Therefore, a single, reliable market reference is necessary for baskets traded at closing auction.

As such, we are not in favour of introducing a volume weighted closing price (VWCP) which is not a tradable price but rather a synthetic or “artificial” construct. It could create significant challenges, particularly for ETFs and index funds that rely on benchmarks that are both observable in the market and practically executable. Using a price that cannot be directly traded as a benchmark can lead to tracking difficulties, reduce transparency, and increase the risk of performance slippage relative to the intended reference. Maintaining the closing auction as the reference benchmark is essential, as it provides for:
· a measurable price, determined through a transparent and widely observed market mechanism;
· an achievable execution point, where investors can realistically transact at scale; and
· and a robust reference for performance evaluation, index calculation and portfolio valuation.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_12>

1. What will be in your view the effects of 24h/ extended trading ours on closing auctions?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_13>
Institutional investors generally do not share interest for 24h trading. Their participation in these extended hours would certainly remain minimal, with most large flows still occurring during regular trading hours or during auctions. 

Some US exchanges have begun offering 24-hour trading for selected products, but the results aren’t that positive beyond the main added value which is the attractiveness for retail investors. We can see that overall liquidity remains low outside of regular trading hours, resulting in wider spreads and increased trading costs. In the EU, Eurex offers extended trading hours until 10 pm and here also, we see that volumes after normal trading hours are very low (less than 3% of daily activity). 

Around-the-clock trading also requires portfolio managers and trading desks to extend monitoring and risk management systems, which introduces significant cost and human resource challenges. 

In the context of simplification and in light of other major and time consuming initiatives like T+1, extending trading hours to a full 24h cycle is not a priority for improving liquidity. 

A more immediate and meaningful step would be the harmonization of trading hours across EEA markets. This would allow greater flexibility in the execution of simultaneous strategies, permit real-time portfolio valuation/NAV calculation, facilitate position hedging etc. After-hour trading primarily serve retail investors and could be developed as such (e.g., via dedicated platforms), without altering the existing market framework for institutional participants. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_13>

1. Are there any structural shifts that you noticed, which you believe the competent authorities should monitor? Would you like to highlight any concerns/issues at this stage? Do you see a need for specific regulatory interventions (please provide details relating them possibly to the data and observations available)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_14>
We do not see any structural shift that authorities should monitor. However, we believe that any regulatory change should focus on improving post‑trade data quality, including the use of proper flags, and reducing post‑trade frictions and barriers. Furthermore, as we have been advocating for several years now, we believe priority should be set on building a deep, venue-attributed equity and ETF CT. This CT will ensure strong user uptake if its scope is extended to the disclosure of the five levels of bids and offers, with associated volumes and if we get venue identification. Such improvement would strengthen the CT’s viability without drastically impacting the current business model of trading platforms regarding market data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_14>



1. What is your view on the evolution of trading in FBAs on EU markets? Why are those mechanisms gaining traction in your view? Which are the benefits and shortcomings they offer? (please elaborate)
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_15>
FBAs are an interesting market structure innovation aimed at reducing latency-driven advantages and enhancing competition on price rather than speed. With liquidity dispersed across multiple venues, FBAs can offer an alternative mechanism to concentrate liquidity periodically. Aggregating interest at specific points in time may improve matching opportunities and execution quality and can improve price discovery particularly for less liquid securities. As asset managers, our primary focus remains whether these mechanisms deliver better execution outcomes and lower trading costs for end investor.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_15>

1. Do you have any particular observations as regards the impact of SVC on FBAs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_16>

1. Are there any emerging structural shifts which you believe would warrant closer monitoring? (please elaborate)
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_17>



1. What is your view regarding the contribution of FBAs to price formation and transparency? Should those mechanisms be generally considered as price forming/ non price forming or this assessment should be done on a case-by-case basis depending on the specific design of the auction? (please elaborate, supplementing your views with data evidence when available)
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_18>
FBAs and more globally, periodic auctions, are on-venue, pre-trade transparent, and price forming. At the start of an auction the indicative auction price and volume is disseminated in real time. This pre-trade transparency signals the presence of genuine liquidity. They allow buying and selling by multiple parties. The fact that ESMA has withdrawn the Q&A disallowing off-tick pricing, should not be taken to mean that FBAs are not lit or price forming.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_18>

1. Please highlight any concerns/issues you may have at this stage. Do you see a need for specific regulatory interventions, particularly regarding the tick size regime and its application to transactions and periodic auctions (please provide details)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_19>
No. As noted previously, our preliminary view is that any review of the equity market structure should be grounded in clear empirical evidence demonstrating a material impact on price formation. To date, such an impact has not been conclusively evidenced by the available data.

In our view, regulatory efforts would be better directed towards improving the quality and consistency of post-trade transparency through the appropriate use of trade flags, as well as addressing existing post-trade frictions and operational barriers that may hinder market efficiency.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_19>

1. What is your view on the evolution of trading of SIs on the EEA markets? What are the main drivers of their growth?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_20>
We view the growth in the market share of SIs as part of investors becoming more sophisticated in their approach to ensuring low price impact when trading in the EU. Through trading bilaterally, SIs offer clients the opportunity to negate market impact by trading against risk capital, using the SI’s balance sheet/inventory rather than exposing orders to the wider market.  

When looking at the overall market share in 2025 (Figure 2), ESMA shows that SI trading represented 8.8% of addressable liquidity (including non-price forming trades). This is the figure that will matter most to market participants as it represents the liquidity that can be interacted with. We do not believe that this figure represents a concerning level of SI trading in EEA shares, nor would we be concerned if this figure were to grow.

Furthermore, any proposals to identify individual SIs in post-trade reports instead of using the generic “SINT” flag could be dangerous given the high concentration of SI activity among a small number of firms. Disclosing SI identities could reveal their positions and trading strategies, increasing their risk as liquidity providers and potentially reducing the liquidity and services they can offer. Retaining the current “SINT” model in order to preserve competitive SI liquidity seems more appropriate. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_20>



1. Does this picture reflect the trends you observe in SI trading? Do SI offer trading for both large and small sizes? Do these different trade size reflect different types of clients / SI businesses?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_21>
Indeed, SI offer trading for both large and small sizes. On that point, ESMA appears to make an assumption that trades that are small in size must be retail trades : “From figure 28, it also emerges that around 60% of transactions across liquid and illiquid instruments have an Average Value Traded (AVT) below EUR 5,000. This indicates that a significant proportion of SI trading activity is comprised of relatively small-sized trades, which may reflect the execution of retail orders which is usually typical of on-venue trading (RMs and MTFs) as indicated in figure 2”. This is not generally the case as there are a lot of institutional orders that are sliced before being executed. This identification of retail vs. institutional orders could be solved by adopting a better flagging mechanism.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_21>

1. What is your perception of the application of price improvement by SIs? Does the data analysis reflect the reality, or do you believe that there are some data quality issues in the flagging of transactions subject to price improvement?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_22>
We disagree with the conclusion of paragraph 91 which states that prices improvement is not a common strategy employed by SIs. On the contrary, a significant share of trading executed through SIs and MTFs is priced against the reference price established on the continuous lit market. Price improvement is regularly applied over the lit best bid and offer and represents a way in which SIs can deliver best execution when executing client orders. 
Our assumption is that the ESMA analysis has been likely impacted by inconsistent flagging practices, potentially as a result of the “RPRI” flag having been removed from the list of post-trade flags included under RTS 1. The voluntary status of this flag may also have contributed to inconsistent approaches across reporting firms, in the absence of clear guidance on how it should have been adopted or applied. 

It should also be noted that the attraction of SIs does not only relate to the ability to price improve, but also the fact that size improvement can also feature when a client trades against an SI.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_22>

1. Which flags do you consider important to identify certain trade related to SI trading?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_23>
Existing flags and notably those for price improvement and liquidity provision should be improved to become more reliable. A new retail flag could also be introduced. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_23>

1. What is your view on the evolution of SI trading on the EU markets? Are there any structural shifts that you noticed, or envisage, which you believe should be further monitored?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_24>
As previously explained, we do not see the evolution of SI trading as a potential danger for price formation or liquidity access. Limiting the range of available execution methods risks concentrating activity in a smaller set of venues, potentially increasing market impact and reducing execution options for institutional investors. Preserving diversity in liquidity sources remains important to support efficient trading across different market conditions and order types.

The debate should not focus solely on the volume of trading taking place in different execution channels, but on whether market participants have access to reliable data and an accurate view of trading activity. In this respect, improving data quality, strengthening post-trade transparency, and delivering an effective and ambitious CT would likely provide greater benefits to investors than further adjustments to the market structure framework. Any future reforms should be assessed against their impact on investors' ability to access liquidity efficiently. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_24>

1. Please highlight any concerns/issues you may have at this stage? Do you see a need for specific for regulatory interventions (please provide details possibly relating to the information and data available or observed)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_25>
No. We agree with ESMA's analysis indicating that there has been no significant shift towards dark trading. From the data shown, we also believe that there is no immediate, dangerous impact on price formation. As the market has only recently undergone a substantial review of the MiFIR framework, with reforms still in the early stages of application, we would favour legal certainty, predictability and stability. However, the flagging mechanism could be further reviewed. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_25>

1. Have you witnessed an increase in the use of benchmark trades? If so, what are the drivers of such increase on venue and on SI?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_26>

1. Should the use of transactions from multiple trading venues be allowed when calculating the benchmark?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_27>
We support the use of transactions from multiple trading venues to calculate benchmarks.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_27>

1. When performing benchmark trades, on how many transactions is the calculation of the benchmark trade based (on average, min, max, liquid vs. illiquid instruments)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_28>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_28>

1. To what extent SI take advantage of the provision in Article 15(3) of MiFIR? Please share any data you may be informative in this context to understand the extent to which SIs use this provision.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_29>

1. Would you be supportive of ESMA issuing guidance on benchmark trades? If yes, should it encompass quantifying the minimum requirements (e.g. minimum number of transactions to be included when calculating a benchmark price, minimum time period to cover).
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_30>
We are not supportive of ESMA issuing guidance on benchmark trades. Benchmark trades are valued by clients as they allow exposure to a standardised benchmark pricing mechanism, which offers price improvement while limiting price impact when compared to execution on the lit order book. Benchmark trades are subject to post-trade transparency and consequently contribute to price formation through providing an indication on the levels at which market participants see value.  
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_30>

1. Does member preferencing lead to unfair outcomes for end-investors, other members or the markets? Please explain, if possible on the basis of data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_31>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_31>



1. To what extent do you see evidence that member preferencing extends in practice beyond jumping the queue and may also violate price priority principles?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_32>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_32>

1. Should member preferencing be (a) prohibited, (b) should there be rules restricting the practice, or (c) should nothing be done? If you suggest there should be rules (b), which rules would you suggest? Please explain.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_33>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_33>

1. What would be the consequence of prohibiting certain forms of member preferencing? Please explain, if possible on the basis of data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_34>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_34>

1. Are you aware of other similar and common practices, for example on RFQs, where on venue competition is limited to the detriment of other investors or members? Please explain, if possible with data.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_35>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_35>

1. Do you agree with the above three approaches?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_36>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_36>

1. Do you agree with this first part of the table on addressable liquidity and price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_37>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_37>

1. Do you agree with this second part of the table on addressable liquidity and price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_38>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_38>

1. Would you consider that some benchmark transactions should be classified as non-addressable and non-price forming? If so, provide a clear description of the case and rationale.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_39>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_39>

1. Do you agree with this third part of the table on addressable liquidity and price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_40>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_40>

1. Do you agree that all transactions without a flag should be considered addressable liquidity and price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_41>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_41>

1. Do you agree with this fourth and last part of the table on addressable liquidity and price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_42>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_42>

1. Do you agree with the approach on the combination of flags in the case of addressable liquidity?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_43>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_43>

1. Do you agree that intragroup transactions executed by SIs should not constitute addressable liquidity and therefore, could be flagged (i.e. a new flag in RTS 1 could be added to disentangle those transactions)? Do you agree that intragroup transactions executed by SIs should be classified as non-price forming?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_44>
Yes, we believe that that intragroup SI trades should not be counted as addressable liquidity because they are “technical trades” serving internal purposes. We also believe that intragroup SI trades should be classified as non‑price forming.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_44>

1. Do you believe that other transactions should be flagged and excluded from the calculation of addressable liquidity (i.e. a new flag in RTS 1 should be added to disentangle those transactions)?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_45>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_45>
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