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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
	Italian Banking Association (ABI)

	Activity
	Other
	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country / Region
	Italy


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>
In our opinion, the market structure summarized in figure 1 offers a clear view and understanding on how on-book and off-book trading activity is devisable across the various types of auctions (for multilateral venues) and other types of execution venues. We agree that both the subcategories named “OTC-XOFF” (OTC not reported by SIs) and “SI-OTC” (OTC reported by an investments firm which is also an SI) be clustered under “OTC” and matched with the non-addressable liquidity category.
We also appreciate and value the fact that the analysis is based on transaction reporting data gathered over a sufficiently wide time frame (2022-2025). However, as further explained in the following answers, we would have expected ESMA to use this opportunity to complement the trends (emerging from TR data) with a parallel analysis of trends in market access fees/fee structures. In our opinion, some of the trends identified by ESMA are better explained by the raising trend in the cost of trading on Trading Venues in recent years (as reported by our members) rather than by the mere willingness of market players to trade outside MR and MTF. Also, the importance of best execution requires making the most of the various range of trading mechanisms to allow participants to optimise outcomes by selecting the most appropriate method for each order and this might contribute to explain (part of) the slightly decreasing trend in the turnover on MR and MTF.
<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 are broadly in line with ESMA’s considerations on “XOFF” transactions as we share the idea that these transactions belong to the category of OTC activity and they are reported (at least to some extent) by an investment firms which are also SIs.
<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>
Overall, we agree with the general trends identified by ESMA in terms of i) the overall decrease in continuous lit order book trading (CLOB), ii) the significant growth of other types of on-book trading such as Closing Auctions and FBAs, that offset the above-mentioned decrease of CLOB, iii) the relatively modest increase of the use of LIS and RP waivers (respectively, large-in-scale and reference price). 
As it regards the on-book trading, on the basis of our members’ feedback, we believe that a reallocation between continuous trading and auctions has taken place, rather than a general reduction in multilateral trading per se, as mentioned in ESMA’s paper. Such shifts are part of a long-term structural evolution that is clearly observable over the 2022–2025 timeframe examined by ESMA. However, they have to be framed into a context in which multiple variables play a role in market player decisions when serving their clients at best.
Finally, ABI shares ESMA’s view that, across the time frame considered, the level of addressable liquidity has not undergone material changes.
As for “other trends”, also in terms of competitive pressure, please refer to our answer to Q.5, as we believe that trends on costs / fees are also important to complement this CfE analysis and conclusions.
<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>
A possible concern relates to the fragmentation of the European trading landscape. This materializes mainly in two ways: liquidity on a single stock can be split across venues and execution channels (‘intra-market fragmentation’) and across borders (‘cross-market fragmentation’). For brokers, such fragmentation implies the ineludibly need to have access to a relatively high number of execution venues in order to reach a substantial level of (addressable) liquidity. This, in turn, requires them to withstand significant resources and costs, which may hinder investments in connectivity, product development and innovation. 
That said, we are aware that the existence of a diversified trading ecosystem translates into (or is the result of) a greater and healthy variety of liquidity providers which, indeed, are not features deserving to be automatically considered negative. The choice of execution is led by best execution requirements. Therefore, access to a various range of trading mechanisms allows market participants to optimise outcomes. They can select the most appropriate venues and method for each order, providing bespoke solutions rather than relying on a single model. In the end, concentration of liquidity provisions, variety of liquidity provision, and innovation and competition, will eventually find a balance within the market ecosystem.
In this context, an important role will be performed by the Consolidated Tape (CT), soon to come into operation: an effective, high-quality CT is likely to provide a comprehensive precise view of the available liquidity across different execution methods, thereby fostering more efficient access and routing,  contributing to transparency and supporting price formation.
<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>
We welcome this question. Indeed, having consulted our members, we gathered a unanimous view that the decreasing trend in trading activity on lit venues and on the wider on-book trading steadily observed across recent years is explained by a corresponding steadily increase in the fee structures of such lit venues. Such expensive trend for the admission and trading of equity instruments is the key to explain the (still less-than-) proportionate increase in trading volumes off-book (on other execution venues). Our members emphasise that the cost-profile and trends for MR, MTF and OTF is the main actual explanation key to understand the development and “success” of Equity Sis. Fees charged by MR/MTF for the most liquid equities are still in the middle of an upward trend initiated around 2020/2021, having reached and overtaken what is considered to be a reasonably costly/expensive level. In addition, non-multilateral execution venues have become increasingly electronic. SIs are also able to offer tighter bid-ask spreads compared to the past, while applying “more proportionate”, and in practice lower, fees). These factors have contributed to the observed increase in volumes by equity SIs, particularly for smaller market users. As we know, execution choices are driven by best execution requirements and based on a number of key factors, i.e. size of the orders, liquidity, market impact, timing and certainty of execution. Therefore, as long as participants are in the position to have access to a relatively various range of trading mechanisms, they can effectively select the most appropriate one and, therefore, optimize the outcome for their client(s). In this context, bilateral liquidity and SIs (continue to) play a key role where risk transfer, immediacy and reduced information leakage are key. Overall, the variety of execution methods in the EU trading landscape helps providing tailored solutions and better outcomes for various categories of end investors. In particular, the competitive success of alternative execution venues and even of certain RMs and MTFs (those that provide dark equity trading services) is driven, to a material extent, by their capacity to provide customized services at accessible and competitive cost levels.
Exchanges (i.e. the operators of MR and MTF) legitimately respond to shareholders and for-profit logics. However, once a specific MR or MTF reaches stable average trading volumes, the remaining way to increase profits may be that of leveraging / raising membership and trading fees. This can be counterproductive and it tends to lead markets participants, when executing orders, to route part of their order flow(s) away from MR and MTF. 
In this respect, the increasing cost of market data should also be considered as a relevant driver. For banks and investment firms, access to liquidity across multiple venues does not only require membership arrangements and trading connectivity, but also the acquisition, integration and continuous use of high-quality pre- and post-trade market data. The steady increase in market data fees, together with complex licensing models and audit requirements, raises the overall “cost of market access and may affect the ability of intermediaries – especially smaller and medium-sized firms – to maintain broad venue coverage, invest in innovation and provide competitive execution services to clients.
<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>
As indicated in our answer to Q.4 above, for brokers, fragmentation implies the need to have access to a relatively huge number of execution venues in order to have a substantial level of addressable liquidity. This requires significant resources and huge costs can hinder investments in connectivity, product development and innovation. 
Please, refer to further considerations reported in our answer to Q.4.
<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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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>
As for the evolution of dark trading, on the basis of the feedback gathered by our members, we can state that, in terms of transaction size, those executed as “dark trading on trading venues” (thanks to the use of waivers) are trending towards smaller sizes in comparison with what it was observed till a few years ago. This is witnessed as a structural shift and it could be interesting to monitor for some time to check whether the trend “is landing” towards a given “average size” or it continues by further reducing the sizes.
Hence, in short, we see three main trends possibly explaining the high share of OTC trading observed in the ISIN’s of some jurisdictions.
1. differently from some years ago, a reduction in the size traded and executed in dark trading segment;
2. an expansion of the range of dark equity trading services offered by trading venues;
3. a relative stability in the dark trading volumes taken as a whole.
<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>
We do not see a compelling need at this stage for regulatory interventions. On the contrary, we believe that, at this stage, it should be pursued the stability of the regulatory framework. Targeted supervision may represent a more appropriate option to address the concerns and issues that could arise in future, e.g. reduction of liquidity, increase of costs, difficulties in pursuing execution strategies, obstacle(s) to price formation, harm to market integrity.
We deem it important to adopt a quantitative, data-driven, proportionate approach to regulation and supervision and extremely important to see which outcomes will be derived by the operationalization of the consolidated tape (which is near to come). So, in short, at this stage, a wait-and-see approach should be favoured.
<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>
Our members’ feedback confirms:
1. the trend towards an increasing share of trading being executed via closing auctions, which now accounts for the largest share of daily volume on many instruments;
2. this growth is largely the result of how investment management is operationally conducted, and reflects a self-reinforcing mechanism, i.e. as execution algorithms factor-in the fact that the closing auction concentrates the highest available volume, they are increasingly designed to route orders towards that point in time (that auction), which in turn further increases the volume executed at the close. In other words, the market itself is structurally moving in this direction, and algorithmic execution strategies are both a consequence and a driver of this dynamic;
3. it does not expect substantial changes in this respect, i.e. it believes that the share of volumes executed via closing auctions is likely to remain broadly stable, or to continue increasing, rather than reverse.
<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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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>
We would not favour 24h / extending trading hours on closing auctions.
<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 believe that competent authorities should (have) monitor(ed) the trends in fees structures applied by market infrastructures (also in conjunction with this Call-for-Evidence exercise). This would (have) allow(ed) an extra layer of information to read through and interpret the reasons underlying the (relatively modest) shift of traded volumes from trading venues to other execution venues.
Competent authorities should also closely monitor the evolution of market data fees and licensing practices. Market data is an essential input for investment firms’ best execution, price discovery, risk management and regulatory compliance. Excessive or insufficiently transparent pricing of such data may increase barriers to market access, reinforce competitive asymmetries among intermediaries and ultimately affect the ability of banks and investment firms to serve clients efficiently across fragmented EU markets.
<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>
The importance and the recognition of FBAs as execution mechanism within the European trading market structure is progressively growing.
Overall, FBAs tend to provide a valid alternative to CLOB. More precisely, they
1. are subject to pre-trade transparency
2. contribute to price formation
3. execute at the midpoint of the best bid and best offer only when doing so maximizes tradeable volume, thereby guaranteeing that executions are price-neutral and cannot be predicted at the time when orders are submitted
4. eliminate latency arbitrage and enhance execution quality for investors by reducing the advantage of speed-based strategies. 
In this respect, it is important to underline that the midpoint represents the most neutral and equitable price for counterparties when neither is demanding liquidity of the other. This principle always holds, irrespective of whether the prevailing spread comprises an odd or even number of ticks. 
Pursuant to the MiFIR review, SIs are permitted to execute client orders at the midpoint of current bid and offer prices, even if off-tick. The MiFIR review successfully removed previous volume and size restrictions, giving SIs more flexibility to match trades. As a result, this might have redirected certain trading flows from trading venues to SIs. 
A substantial portion of transactions is executed by FBAs “off-tick”. Recently, ESMA deleted a Q&A that required all periodic auctions to strictly follow MiFID II minimum tick sizes. This was done to ensure a level playing field, largely because SIs are permitted to execute orders "off-tick," which (strictly put) placed trading venues at a competitive disadvantage. The repeal directly impacted periodic auctions, but it did not automatically apply to FBAs. Mandatory tick sizes for FBAs remain under regulatory scrutiny. 
Tick size rules set the smallest increment by which the quoted price of an asset can change and were designed to prevent trading venue participants from making economically insignificant price updates to jump the queue of orders. Executing a trade at midpoint (the equilibrium between the bid and offer quotes) is a globally practiced execution strategy, allowing both buyer and seller to save half the spread and with minimal market impact.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_15>

1. Do you have any particular observations as regards the impact of SVC on FBAs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_16>
The repeal of the double volume cap (DVC) and the establishment of the single volume cap (SVC) may have prompted some kind of diversion/relocation of a portion of dark trading volumes towards FBAs. 
In the aftermath of the entry into force of the MiFIR review, we witnessed considerable diversions/shifts in the flows of transactions. That said, our impression is that the magnitude of such diversions/shifts is progressively diminishing as long as the changes introduced by the MiFIR review have become the “new normal”.
In any case, time is still not mature/ripe to draw conclusive remarks. Given the relatively short timeframe of reference, additional data and further analysis will be needed in the coming years in order to appropriately assess the magnitude and the robustness of these new trends.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_16>

1. Are there any emerging structural shifts which you believe would warrant closer monitoring? (please elaborate)
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_17>
There are no emerging structural shifts that, in our view, are likely to prompt adverse market outcomes and, thereby, would warrant closer monitoring.
That said, it is also noticeable that, as FBAs grow in scale and attract a broader range of participants, there is a risk that some of their most distinctive features, particularly their effectiveness in minimizing market impact, may be gradually eroded. This dynamic, sometimes described as venues becoming “victims of their own success”, warrants monitoring, even in the absence of current evidence of harm.
<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>
As indicated in our response to question 15 above, FBAs are subject to pre-trade transparency and contribute to price formation.
<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>
We do not see a need for specific regulatory interventions.
<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>
The evolution of trading of SIs on the EEA markets mirrors the trends in the execution models, with particular reference to diversification and variety. 
SIs are execution platforms which allow investors to trade outside a regulated market or multilateral trading facility. SIs use their own capital and balance sheet to facilitate an efficient and bespoke service which leads to better priced investment transactions for its clients. In turn, this benefits end investors (which are also represented by a significant share of savers and pensioners), who entrust their funds to the SI’s clients to obtain the best possible results for them. 
The bespoke pricing to specific investors depends on their creditworthiness, trading interests as well as on the SI’s internal book and risk management approach. When executing a trade against an SI, an investor is trading bilaterally with an investment firm who operates the SI. The bilateral nature of this relationship means that the SI is always a counterparty to the transaction, knows who it is trading against and naturally faces counterparty and market risk.
It is important to understand the fundamental difference between multilateral trading venues and bilateral SIs. Multilateral trading venues do not use their own capital and instead offer a platform upon which counterparties can trade. Indeed, in equities, trading venues are expressly prohibited from acting as a counterparty to a transaction. The multilateral nature of trading venues denotes that quotes displayed on the order book can potentially be accessed by all trading participants on that venue. 
By comparison, SIs offer bilateral execution services for specific clients which have chosen to connect to and, therefore, have the ability to interact with the quotes made available. 
In the end, it is vital to preserve SIs as part of the EU’s market eco-system in order to ensure that investors’ varying needs can continue to be met.
<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>
On the basis the feedback gathered, we are substantially in line with ESMA’s consideration: SIs perform a “dual function”, on the basis of the different transaction sizes and the different categories of investors. On the one hand, they enable large institutional trades that drive the bulk of market turnover. On the other hand, they facilitate a large number of smaller transactions, as shown by ESMA’s statistics/data. This strengthens and consolidates the idea of SIs versatility i.e. SIs cater for the needs of a plurality of diverse market participants by offering bespoke execution solutions.
<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 have not gathered much feedback on this specific part. On the basis of our members’ indications, yes, there might be room for recalling the attention of market players, including SI, to the constant and correct use of (post-trade) flags, especially to signal price improvements achieved by SIs. Aside from this, SIs might be in conditions to provide clients with price improvement versus / vis-à-vis trading venues. At the same time, SIs differ from other type of venues for being closer to the end-user, yet presenting the protections offered by the Best Execution Policy (which allows to demonstrate that any SIs’ best effort in pursuing the best interests of its clients).
The activities of SIs cannot be narrowed down to the mere provision of minimum tick improvements vis-à-vis the PBBO. Such a “reductionist” approach risks not representing how execution decisions are taken and risks jeopardizing SIs ability to achieve optimal outcomes for clients. Actually, SIs provide price improvement as part and parcel of an execution offering that is broader and do solo only when this fits the achievement of best execution for clients. In the end, price is not the only one execution factor; on the contrary, it goes along with a plurality of considerations i.e. market impact, certainty of execution, immediacy.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_22>

1. Which flags do you consider important to identify certain trade related to SI trading?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_23>
We do not see major issues that would deserve to be flagged.
<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>
We have not identified any structural shift.
<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>
In line with the feedback gathered by members, we warn about some potential regulatory requirements that might have unintended consequences, i.e. 1) requiring SIs to publicly quote, expanding the scope of such requirements to them; 2) updating the pubic quotes prior to the execution in order to reflect client-specific price improvements; 3) extending trading-venue style requirements to Sis.
<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>
We have witnessed a growing use of benchmark trades, both on trading venues and on SIs. In our view, two main drivers explain this trend. First, the reduction of market impact, as benchmark execution allows large orders to be executed over time without disrupting prevailing prices. Second, the cost efficiency, as operators are able to access execution at a fair, market-referenced price while keeping execution costs contained.
This trend should be considered in light of a broader concern. The more execution activity migrates towards mechanisms that sit outside the lit order book – and therefore outside the process that primarily contributes to price formation – the greater the potential risk to the robustness and representativeness of lit price data, on which benchmark trades themselves ultimately rely. If the growth of these alternative solutions continues, this could raise a genuine question as to the reliability of the underlying lit price reference.
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_26>

1. Should the use of transactions from multiple trading venues be allowed when calculating the benchmark?
<ESMA_QUESTION_MSEM_27>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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>
On the basis of our members’ feedback, we understand that “member preferencing” is a solution that already exists and is offered by trading venues. In our view, this should not automatically be regarded as leading to unfair outcomes. On the contrary, by keeping such flows on-venue – rather than diverting them towards bilateral execution via systematic internalisers, where a comparable form of preferencing also exists – members preferencing helps maintain liquidity on the on-book lit order book, thereby preserving visibility of trading activity for the broader market.
<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>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<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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