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Q1. Does the proposed scope of transactions for data collection (Scope A) provide a
practical basis for the meaningful measure of non-cash collateral re-use? If
not, please explain how you think the scope should be broadened and the

reasons why this alternative scope is more appropriate than the proposed

scope.
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Q2. Are there any practical issues (e.g. updating current business practices, IT
systems) in relation to the three measures of collateral re-use that are set out
in this Section? Are there any ways to improve these measures?

Q3. For the first measure, are there any practical issues in reporting whether
collateral you posted is in the form of “own assets” or in the form of assets that

were received as collateral in a previous transaction?
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