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(2) Do you agree that the U.S. Dollar ICE Bank Yield Index should be published for one-month, three-month and
six-month tenors, or should other tenors be included? Is a shorter tenor required for stub calculations, or could a

different overnight rate be used for this purpose?
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(3-c) Should IBA seek to construct a separate credit curve from the input data points and add this back to a notional
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“risk free” rate curve to generate a composite curve for the Index?
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(4) Do you agree with a target of ten (10) transactions per maturity range, or should this target be increased for
some/all maturity ranges? When responding to this question please consider the curve-fitting methodology, which
incorporates all eligible data points across the curve on any given day to construct a “best fit” yield curve.

Note also that if the requirement for multiple funding transactions with multiple counterparties is removed from the

methodology, then the total number of eligible transactions for each calculation day might be expected to increase.
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(5-a) Do you agree with using eligible transactions from input windows for up to five (5) previous calculation days
where the target number of transactions for a particular maturity range is not achieved using only the input window
for the current calculation day? Note that the preliminary methodology may utilise transactions in respect of up to
five previous calculation days in order to achieve at least the target. If this process results in ten or more eligible
transactions for a given maturity range, then no additional previous days’ transactions will be utilised but all such

eligible transactions will be utilised.
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(5-c) Would it be more appropriate to use transactions from previous days’ input windows irrespective of whether the

target is reached using the current day’s window?
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(6) Do you agree that primary market funding transactions should be assigned an initial weighting of 100 percent and
that secondary market bond transactions should be assigned an initial weighting of 50 percent because funding
transactions tend to be of a larger size than secondary market transactions in bank bonds? Would an alternative
weighting (e.g. a greater range of weightings of the types of input data used in the construction of the Index to better

reflect variations in volumes seen in respect of the different types of input data) or no weighting be more appropriate?

(A1)

TG EBAN KM I Tz LIBOR OKMEL+DEED D 2, T — X OFERNIZI T T
weighting ZRET A LICHETSH, 7277 L. MEDEFE L OHKGIEOBL A NG |
weighting ZZHICEETHZ LIFEFE L 220y,

(8) Where transactions from input windows for previous calculation days are allocated to a maturity range, is an

OIS-based adjustment sufficient or should other factors be taken into consideration?

(A b)

WIRa AL P THIEML TS B0, 0IS HBOREMEN 5 Th D Z L ZRHE LT
AT, OIS X=X DFHE T E B b D, 722, VAT 7V —_=2DH5HE A )
MIE5 5T, VAL I T AEYESIFRHEAZETHZE2BEELTVDHD
ThiuE, G-l FHa Ay M EFRFEOHRBENECHFLD, VAT 7Y —_"—2DT
BENDOHRE LT 5 Z L LR bR X D ITRFTN 272 & 20,

(10) Should IBA include transactions for bank holding companies in any circumstances (e.g. one which has
consistent pricing levels with the operating company level issuance)? For example, should the methodology include
the holding company debt of Goldman Sachs Group Inc. and Morgan Stanley or The Bank of New York Mellon
Corporation, given their business profiles and the minimal amount of bond issuance at the bank operating company
level for each of these institutions? What criteria might distinguish the eligibility of bank holding company

obligations from operating company obligations (e.g. different business/credit profile or different pricing)?
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(11-a) Please provide feedback on any of the eligibility criteria for:

a. Primary market funding transactions (i.e. transaction type, counterparty type, funding location, transaction size,
minimum number of transactions, minimum number of counterparties). Should the requirement for multiple funding
transactions with multiple counterparties be removed from the criteria and, if so, should the minimum transaction

size for individual transactions be varied?
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(11-b) Please provide feedback on any of the eligibility criteria for:
b. Secondary market bond transactions (i.e. bond type (coupon type and call eligibility), coupon range, bond issuance

size, transaction size, days to maturity of bond). Should floating rate bonds be considered for inclusion in the Index?
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(11) Please also provide feedback on the process for varying any eligibility criteria in the future to reflect

developments in the market. This would be subject to an appropriate consultation process.
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(12) Please provide any comments on IBA’s contingency proposals regarding how the Index would be published in
the event that insufficient transaction data points are available to produce the yield curve and generate the one-month,

three-month and six-month settings on a given day.
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(14) Should any other sources of/types of data be considered for inclusion in the Index?
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(17) Please provide any other feedback you have on the U.S. Dollar ICE Bank Yield Index or its methodology.
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(18) Please provide any feedback you have on IBA’s proposed timeline and next steps for the launch of the U.S.

Dollar ICE Bank Yield Index.
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