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Executive Summary 

 

1. Any proposed regulatory regime should cover: 

 Effective Governance arrangements 

 Clear and accepted Methodology 

 Transparency at all stages 

 Appropriate arrangements for Regulatory Oversight and enforcement, 

where necessary  

2. Manipulation and providing false or misleading information should be an offence. 

3. A more intrusive regime is not required and regulation should be directed at the 

financial products and their use, rather than the indices themselves. 

4. Relevant key industry standard indices should be subject to non-exclusive 

licensing arrangements – to prevent risk concentration, increase transparency 

and promote provision of competitive services in trading and clearing.  

 

We confirm that we acknowledge that this response may be published by the 
Commission. 
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Submitted online at: MARKT-BENCHMARKS-CONSULTATIONS@ec.europa.eu  

 

INTRODUCTION 

The London Stock Exchange Group Plc (LSEG) welcomes the opportunity to 
respond to the Commission’s consultation on the regulation of indices.  

The LSEG includes FTSE International Ltd (FTSE International Ltd) and MTS Next 
Ltd (a company 100% owned by MTS Spa), that both operate and disseminate 
indices, and has a long experience of providing neutral market services. For this 
reason we are well qualified to respond to a consultation on indices and to provide 
key input to the Commission’s consideration of this issue.  

FTSE International Ltd calculates over 120,000 end-of-day and real-time indices 
covering more than 80 countries and all major asset classes, which serve the needs 
of the wide range of markets and market participants and investors. 

MTS Next Ltd runs a number of indices that are independent total-return indices 
measuring the performance of the largest and most widely-traded securities in the 
Eurozone government bond market. These include the EuroMTS Index (ex-CNO 
Etrix), EuroMTS Inflation-Linked Indices, MTS Italy and ex-Bank of Italy.  

Both FTSE International Ltd and MTS Next Ltd have established a reputation for 
transparent, robust, rules-driven index construction, overseen by an appropriate 
system of independent committees.  

The regulated subsidiaries of LSEG are very experienced in operating in a regulatory 
environment and having regulatory responsibilities in that context. We undertake 
regulatory interaction with a number of market regulators and central banks around 
the world. We also engage regularly with supranational regulatory bodies such as 
the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) and with IOSCO.  

This submission represents the views and experience of London Stock Exchange 
plc, Borsa Italiana, FTSE International Ltd, MTS Spa and other market operators and 
investment firms within LSEG.  

In Part A we set out the key principles that are the basis of our approach in this area; 
in Part B we deal with the specific consultation questions, in so far as they are 
relevant to us.  

 

mailto:MARKT-BENCHMARKS-CONSULTATIONS@ec.europa.eu
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PART A – KEY PRINCIPLES 

1. The LSEG agrees that the publication in June 2012 of findings by the UK FSA 
relating to the alleged manipulation of LIBOR and EURIBOR and other similar 
disclosures show that there is a lack of appropriate integrity and visibility in the 
processes for the calculation and distribution of some types of indices.  

2. However, we do not believe that this is evidence of a widespread problem of 
manipulation across the wide range of all available indices. Nevertheless, we 
suggest that there is a need for a best practice that could be applied to relevant 
indices, (whether they are based on quotes or “actual” data).  

3. We would suggest that the principles and rules of such best practice should be 
devised and agreed by both regulators and the industry, to ensure that any 
regulation is consistent and proportionate.  

Approach to Index Production 

4. The London Stock Exchange has long been associated with the development 
of share indices as way of providing greater transparency for market 
participants and investors.  

5. From the development of the FT-SE 100 in conjunction with the Financial 
Times in the 1980s, including the establishment of the joint company FTSE 
International Ltd in 1995, FTSE International Ltd is now a wholly owned 
subsidiary of LSEG. FTSE International Ltd calculates over 120,000 end-of-day 
and real-time indices, covering more than 80 countries and all major asset 
classes, which serve the needs of the wide range of markets, market 
participants and investors. The approach that FTSE International Ltd takes to 
all of its indices is based on its 40 years of experience of operating share and 
other indices.  

6. In our response we have focused on the types of reputable indices and/or 
proven operating procedures with which FTSE International Ltd has experience 
and where the index may be used either to benchmark performance or to 
create financial instruments, or to which financial instruments (as currently 
defined by Art 4(17) 2004/39/EC (MiFID)) are referenced. (See paragraph 26 
below for how we are using the terms “index” and “benchmark” in this 
response).  

7. There are four elements to how we consider index calculation and production 
should be provided effectively, transparently and with integrity: 

 Effective Governance arrangements 

 Clear and accepted Methodology 

 Transparency at all stages 

 Appropriate arrangements for Regulatory Oversight and enforcement, 
where necessary  
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Governance  

8. We would suggest that as a minimum, index providers should have a 
governance framework, such as the committee system used by FTSE 
International Ltd (please see Appendix 1), that would be responsible for:  

 Overseeing the index calculation methodology; 

 Management and operation of the index; and  

 Management of the relationship between submitters and regulators. 

9. The role and composition of the governance committee for the index will vary 
depending on the index and its intended/actual use, but it should usually 
include representatives of contributors; users; exchanges and clearing houses; 
fund managers; derivative product providers and representatives from trade 
bodies. Regulators and other authorities, for example central banks, could be 
part of the committee, either as members or observers.  

10. This governance committee would be responsible for among other things: 
agreeing the index calculation; specifying the immediate checks that would be 
performed on submissions and the policy for dealing with outliers; agreeing the 
restatement policy (if any) for corrections in the event of erroneous 
submissions; and reviewing historic submissions in the light of comparable, 
contemporaneous data. We believe that knowledge that submissions will be 
reviewed ex-post will act to deter contributors from considering gaming 
submissions.  

Methodology 

11. The responsibilities of the governance committee should include oversight of 
the methodology. In our experience, good practice in the governance 
committee regularly reviewing the methodology, its construction and operation, 
is appreciated and valued by our index users, and in our view, this is a source 
of competitive advantage. 

12. Index methodology should be clearly documented and based on sound and 
transparent data, even where that data is based on submitted quotes. The 
index provider should review and update the index’s design and calculation 
methodology, as well as the nature of activities in the underlying market, to 
ensure that the index is based on sound elements.  

13. It is important, however, that where data is based on submitted quotes, the 
index provider should control carefully the use of this information and should 
disclose the nature of the data and ground rules, as well as any potential 
conflict of interest, so that users have a clear understanding of the data sets.  

14. In other words, we suggest that the level of governance oversight increases 
with the use of “non-actual” data. We would also suggest that audit and record-
keeping requirements should be included, to ensure corroboration of the 
information that is being used to calculate the index and to reflect relevant 
market and other conditions. 
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Transparency  

15. It is our view that the rules governing index management should be available 
publicly and should reflect the broad underlying market in an accurate and 
timely manner. Any changes to the index should be communicated clearly and 
promptly. 

16. All FTSE International Ltd indices follow rules that are publicly available and all 
changes to indices in terms of constituents, calculation methodology or 
otherwise are clearly publicly communicated; this is fundamental to the integrity 
of the indices and trust between us and our clients. The membership and terms 
of reference of the governance body and any other technical committees are 
also published. 

Regulatory Oversight 

17. As a further measure, in the light of recent developments, it is clear that some 
form of regulatory oversight through appropriate regulators’ participation in, or 
at least observer status at, relevant governance body meetings of the index 
process is necessary. 

18. This could have a number of elements: 

18.1 In our experience, indices that are based predominantly upon actual 
trade and/or transaction data and calculated in accordance with 
published, transparent and objective rules are less likely to be subject to 
manipulation, whereas an index that is based on quotes may be 
potentially more susceptible to manipulation. However, manipulation of 
underlying market trading in order to manipulate “actual” prices used in 
the calculation is covered by Art 1(2)(a) of the current Market Abuse 
Directive, it is important that index manipulation is made a criminal 
offence under MAD/MAR and national legislation.  

18.2 We welcome the Commission’s amendment to the Market Abuse 
Directive, which will bring “making a misleading submission” into the 
scope of the regime (although we would point out that the extension of 
the regime to the “effect on a financial instrument” would result in too 
high a burden of proof on competent authorities). We also note steps 
taken in the UK by the Government to amend UK law to provide for an 
offence of “making misleading statements in relation to benchmarks”. 

18.3 It should be clearly established that any relevant person can make a 
complaint to the market regulator (whether the governance body, index 
calculator, contributors, users or other whistle blowers) for investigation 
and enforcement action/prosecution of potential abuse/manipulation by 
the regulator. 

19. In relation to quote based/survey indices, we suggest consideration should be 
given to making those who contribute submissions (quote providers) that are 
used in the calculation of indices subject to some type of regulatory approval or 
authorised status.  
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20. As discussed below, in our view, the appropriate area for regulation should be 
the financial instrument or product and the conduct of business rules that apply 
when advising on or promoting a product, rather than the index or its provider. It 
is often the product and its use that have the impact on the market and 
investors, rather than the index itself.  

At this stage, we do not see a clear need for all index providers themselves to 
be subject to more extensive or detailed regulatory oversight, and we suggest 
that the measures outlined above would establish effective means for ensuring 
the highest of standards in the calculation and operation of indices. 

Use of, and access to, indices 

21. It can often be difficult for an index provider to control all use of its indices, 
intended or otherwise, and this certainly presents a challenge. In cases where 
there are issues of investor protection, we would suggest that the 
Commission’s approach relating to the suitability of financial instruments that 
are based on or reference an index may well be a matter for conduct of 
business regulation and are not susceptible to any practical form of regulation 
at the index provider level, for the same reason; the provider cannot possibly 
control all bilateral uses of its indices. 

22. However, one area where we suggest regulatory intervention may be 
appropriate is in the way in which some key indices that have become 
established as industry standards are used as the basis for an exchange traded 
financial instrument (option, future etc.), which that is subject to exclusive 
trading and/or clearing on that trading venue and an associated clearing house.    

23. Such an arrangement creates systemic risk by concentrating all such trading in 
one venue (which risk will only be further increased with the regulatory drive to 
bring derivatives trading into clearing and on-venue trading). In addition, it 
denies users the full visibility of the matters relating to governance, 
methodology and transparency we discuss above. It also denies investors and 
market participants the opportunity to trade and/or clear such index-based 
products on alternative, more efficient and competitively priced venues. 

24. Regulatory intervention that requires the granting of non-exclusive, licences of 
such key industry standard indices, on fair and reasonable terms (and allowing 
for an initial period of exclusivity for development of the market and products), 
would strengthen the single market, reduce costs for investors and introduce 
the incentive for index providers to innovate (through new indices, and new 
derivatives based on the same index), thereby offering investors increased 
choice. 

25. We support moves to increase competition for trading and clearing of financial 
instruments to reduce investment/borrowing costs, eliminate inefficiencies and 
foster innovation in the single market.  
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Note: Terminology 

26. We suggest that it is important to use an agreed terminology when discussing 
the issue of indices and the uses to which they may be put, to ensure the 
debate and scope of any regulation are clearly understood.   

27. In our response, we use the following terms: 

 “Index”- as per the Commission, a statistical measure typically of a price or 
quantity, calculated from a representative set of underlying data. We use this 
in our responses, except where the context clearly requires something 
different. 

 “Benchmark”- a measure of performance – (for example an asset manager's 
performance as evaluated against a share index such as the FTSE 100). 
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PART B- Consultation Questions 

Chapter 1: Indices and Benchmarks: What they are, who produces them and 
for which purposes  

1. Which benchmarks does your organisation produce or contribute data to? 

Different parts of the London Stock Exchange Group produce a variety of 
indices, while the equity prices on our markets are used as the basis for a 
variety of indices by other third party providers.  

FTSE International Ltd calculates over 100,000 end-of-day and real-time 
indices covering more than 80 countries and all major asset classes. The 
indices we calculate can be either standard or on a custom basis.  

Below are examples of some of our most widely used index series/indices: 

 FTSE UK Index Series (including FTSE 100 Index) 

 FTSE All-World Index Series 

 FTSE China Index Series (including FTSE China A50 Index) 

 FTSE Actuaries UK Gilts Index Series 

Some of our indices are developed and calculated in partnership with other 
entities. For example: 

 FTSE RAFI Index Series - in partnership with Research Affiliates 

 FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Global Real Estate Index Series – in partnership with 
the European Public Real Estate Association (EPRA) and the National 
Association of Real Estate Investment Trusts (NAREIT) 

 FTSE Bursa Malaysia Index Series (including FTSE Bursa Malaysia KLCI) 
– in partnership with Bursa Malaysia  

 FTSE ST Index Series (including Straits Times Index) – in partnership with 
Singapore Press Holdings and Singapore Stock Exchange 

MTS Next Ltd produces the Eurozone Government Bond Index, which 
measures the performance of the largest and most widely-traded securities in 
the Eurozone government bond market. It also produces sub-indices 
segregated by country, maturity (or both). A full list of MTS indices is available 
in the brochure that we submit with this response (Appendix 2).  

The data underlying MTS indices is drawn from real-time tradable prices on 
MTS’ trading platform, which is the leading electronic marketplace for cash 
bond trading across Europe. 
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2. Which benchmarks does your organization use? What do you use each of 
these benchmarks for? Has your organization adopted different benchmarks 
recently and if so why? 

2.1 As a group, LSEG uses indices to benchmark the following: 

 Borrowing: Our committed loan facility arrangements are all based on 
borrowing at LIBOR, EURIBOR or equivalent.  

Overdraft positions tend to be measured against bank base rate 
(bespoke to each bank of course, but unusual to drift away from central 
bank rates) 

Bond yields are usually a reflection of market demand for our bonds 
and these are produced by market trading coordinators. Composite 
prices such as the bond market index (iBoxx) are also used as a guide.  

 Deposits: Performance is measured against 7 day LIBID (which is 
LIBOR less 1/8%). 

 FX rates, basis swaps and interest swaps: These are referenced to 
the current market rates, including FX spot rates and forward points. 

 Pension schemes: inflation indices such as RPI or CPI are used to 
trigger pension payment increases and longer term bond yields are 
used to discount scheme liabilities to arrive at a surplus or deficit on 
valuation. 

 Indices are also used to price derivative contracts on IDEM & 
Turquoise. 

2.2 Other parts of the Group such as FTSE International Ltd and MTS Next 
Ltd are producers of indices (see response to Q1).  

Both entities make reference to indices produced by other providers for 
research and product development purposes, to understand the product 
differences and trends. 

Occasionally, the indices that FTSE International Ltd calculates may be 
dependent upon the value of other indices not produced by FTSE 
International Ltd. For example, the FTSE UK Index Linked Gilt Indices use 
the official GEMMA closing prices compiled and distributed by the UK 
Debt Management Office each day, which factors in the official General 
Index of Retail Prices (RPI) in the UK.  

MTS Next Ltd uses the Euro OverNight Index Average (EONIA) as an 
input for certain index types.  

We would also point out that there are some key industry standard indices 
that the LSEG would like to use (including some where our prices are 
used to calculate index values), but where we are being denied access by 
the index provider and which we consider should be subject to a 
requirement for the grant of non-exclusive licences; see paragraphs 22 – 
25 of Part A above. 
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3. Have you recently launched a new benchmark or discontinued existing ones? 

FTSE International Ltd creates new indices on an on-going basis. Most 
recently, we launched the following index series/indices: 

 FTSE Bursa Malaysia Small Cap Shariah Index, developed in partnership 
with Bursa Malaysia and launched on 8 Oct 2012; 

 FTSE NSE Kenyan Shilling Government Bond Index, created in partnership 
with Nairobi Securities Exchange (NSE) and  launched on 3 Oct. 2012; 

 FTSE Global Minimum Variance Index Series, launched on 1 August 2012; 

 FTSE Cürex FX Index Series, developed in partnership with Cürex Group 
and launched on 12 June 2012. 

FTSE International Ltd reviews its indices regularly and may discontinue 
indices that are no longer viable or applicable, or when the commercial 
arrangements underlying the calculation cease to exist. For example, in March 
2011 we discontinued the FTSE Global Sectors Index Series, as they were 
based on an old industry classification system. This has now been replaced by 
FTSE International Ltd’s Industry Classification Benchmark (ICB). 

4. How many contracts are referenced to benchmarks in your sector? Which 
persons or entities use these contracts? And for which purposes? 

LSEG indices are used extensively by financial institutions worldwide.  

There are a few key client segments for FTSE International Ltd indices: 

 Asset owners (such as pension funds, sovereign funds, insurance 
companies, etc.) use FTSE International Ltd indices for asset allocation, 
investment analysis, performance measurement, and risk management;  

 Active fund managers benchmark their performance against FTSE 
International Ltd indices and manage risks using FTSE International Ltd 
index based derivatives 

 Passive fund managers create index funds that track FTSE International 
Ltd indices; 

 ETP providers license FTSE International Ltd indices to create exchange 
traded funds or exchange traded notes; 

 Banks and brokerage firms trade FTSE International Ltd index-based 
products (standard or customised) on exchanges or over the counter 
(OTC). Many also create structured products referencing FTSE 
International Ltd indices. 

Retail investors also invest/trade products that reference FTSE International Ltd 
indices. However, this is undertaken through their advisors, brokers or fund 
managers; FTSE International Ltd in general does not interact directly with 
them.  
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We do not have complete information on how many contracts in the 
marketplace reference FTSE International Ltd indices, mainly because we do 
not always know when FTSE International Ltd indices are referenced in private 
or bilateral transactions. We also do not have information on OTC transactions, 
as there is currently no reporting mechanism. 

Data on exchange-traded derivatives and exchange traded products in general 
tend to be more visible. We understand that there were 600,000 open FTSE 
100 futures contracts and a trading volume of 109,000 contracts on 1 October 
2012 at the NYSE LIFFE1.   

Our internal records indicate that as of the end of September 2012, there were 
about 170 ETFs globally tracking FTSE International Ltd indices with an 
aggregate Assets Under Management (AUM) of US$61bn. According to 
Morningstar2 , the 10 largest ETFs tracking FTSE International Ltd indices, 
include: 

Product Name Index AUM ($mn) Exchange 

Vanguard FTSE All-World ex US Index Fund FTSE All-World ex US Index 7,220 NYSE 

iShares FTSE A50 China Index ETF FTSE China A50 Index 6,186 HKSE 

iShares FTSE 100 ETF FTSE 100 Index 5,624 LSE 

iShares FTSE China 25 Index Fund FTSE China 25 Index 4,706 NYSE 

Vanguard High Dividend Yield  FTSE High Dividend Yield Index 3,406 NYSE 

Polaris Taiwan Top 50 Tracker Fund FTSE TSEC Taiwan 50 Index 3,163 TWSE 

iShares FTSE EPRA/Nareit Developed 
Markets Property Fund 

FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Global Dividend+ 
Index 

1,725 LSE 

iShares FTSE UK Gilt All Stocks ETF FTSE Government All Stocks Gilt Index 1,533 LSE 

PowerShares FTSE RAFI US 1000 Portfolio FTSE RAFI US 1000 Index 1,443 NYSE 

iShares FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Global Real 
Estate Ex-U.S. Index Fund 

FTSE EPRA/NAREIT Global Real 
Estate ex-US Index 

1,293 NASDAQ 

MTS Next Ltd currently has 39 Exchange Traded Funds licensed to track its 
indices and as of today, there are approximately €5.5 billion assets under 
management (AUM) in these funds. However, it is difficult to get an idea of the 
kind of assets benchmarked to these indices, as asset managers do not have 
to notify the use of an MTS index to MTS Next Ltd.  

                                            
1
 FTSE 100 futures contract volume: https://globalderivatives.nyx.com/en/contract/content/29089/settlement-prices?tradeDate=10-01-

2012&maturityDate=12-01-2012,03-01-2013,06-01-2013,09-01-2013 
2
 http://tools.morningstar.co.uk/uk/etfquickrank/default.aspx?Site=UK&Universe=ETALL%24%24ALL&LanguageId=en-GB 
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5. To what extent are these benchmarks used to price financial instruments? 
Please provide a list of benchmarks which are used for pricing financial 
instruments and if possible estimates of the notional value of financial 
instruments referenced to them.  

Please see our response to Q4.  

In addition, the list of ETFs that track MTS Next Ltd indices is listed on the MTS 
website3 and copied to Appendix 3 in this response  

6. How are benchmarks in your sector set? Are they based on real transactions, 
offered rates or quotes, tradable prices, panel submissions, samples? Please 
provide a description of the benchmark setting methodology.  

6.1 FTSE International Ltd Indices 

FTSE International Ltd adheres to a set of principles when creating and 
maintaining our equity indices. These principles aim to ensure that all 
indices are: 

 Available for investment: All stock indices are free float weighted to 
represent accurately each stock’s availability for investment. Likewise, 
all bond issues are weighted by the nominal amount outstanding and 
price. 

 Tradable: All stocks are screened for liquidity, to ensure availability and 
ease of trading;  

 Transparent: Rules governing index management in all foreseeable 
eventualities are available publicly. Changes to all indices are 
communicated clearly and promptly. 

 Representative: Reflects the broad underlying market in an accurate 
and timely manner; 

 Cost Efficient: Low turnover is a key aim of index design; 

 Well governed: Rules based methodologies are overseen by 
independent committees. 

                                            
3
 http://www.mtsindices.com/index-rules-and-insight/exchange-traded-products 

http://www.mtsindices.com/index-rules-and-insight/exchange-traded-products
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FTSE International Ltd has transparent ground rules on price inputs that 
its indices should follow. In general, FTSE International Ltd indices are 
calculated based on actual trade prices taken from relevant exchanges.   

There are a few exceptions, such as:   

 The FTSE Cürex FX Index Series (in partnership with Cürex Group) 
uses executable quotes from eligible FX liquidity providers to create 
bid/offer indices for a variety of currency pairs and currency baskets;  

 The FTSE UK Commercial Property Index (and its sub-indices), 
developed in conjunction with MSS Real Estate, uses asset values of 
investable property assets available in the market based upon the 
FTSE Property Database, with the NAVs adjusted for, inter alia, the full 
running costs of an investable index fund, and the effects of gearing 
that may be present in the underlying investments. The FTSE Property 
Database contains data that is collected from property funds, multiple 
third party data vendors, agents, investment consultants and other 
relevant industry sources;   

 A few FTSE International Ltd indices, such as the FTSE APCIMS 
Private Investor Index Series and the FTSE DCisions Index Series, are 
composite indices which use other FTSE International Ltd indices as 
the basis for calculation;  

 Certain equity indices, such as dividend indices, make use of forecast 
data provided by third parties. The use of this data is set out in the 
index guidelines or ground rules. 

 Some FTSE International Ltd bond indices (including the FTSE Global 
Bond Indices) use indicative values/quotes submitted by eligible market 
participants to Reuters. However:  

o The FTSE Actuaries UK Gilts Indices use reference prices 
computed by the UK Debt Management Office (DMO). The 
reference prices are calculated as an average of mid market 
closing prices submitted by eligible market makers to the DMO and 
are published daily at 6:30pm. 

o The recently launched FTSE NSE Kenyan Shilling Government 
Bond Index Series, which uses transaction prices of bonds that are 
traded on the Nairobi Securities Exchange. 

6.2 MTS Next Ltd Indices 

The data underlying MTS Indices is drawn from real-time tradable prices.  
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7. What factors do you consider to be the most important in choosing a reliable 
benchmark? Could you provide examples of benchmarks which incorporate 
these factors? 

With regards to transparency, as mentioned above, all LSEG indices follow 
rules that are publicly available and all changes to indices are clearly 
communicated. 

In terms of governance, FTSE International Ltd has a dedicated Managing 
Director of Governance and Policy. In addition, FTSE International Ltd uses 
independent practitioner committees to assist it in defining governance 
standards. The first committee was set up in 1984 to oversee the management 
of the FTSE 100 Index. The independent committees are made up of leading 
investment market professionals who serve in a personal capacity and are 
selected on the basis of their personal knowledge, strategic viewpoint and 
integrity.  

The committees meet on a regular basis to ensure that all FTSE International 
Ltd indices reflect their underlying market and that the ground rules evolve to 
meet the highest standards of the industry. The diversity of the committee 
members ensures that all sides of the debate can be heard and allows affected 
bodies to voice concerns, and so enhances the legitimacy of index related 
decisions. 
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Chapter 2: Calculation of Benchmarks: Governance and Transparency. 

8. What kinds of data are used for the construction of the main indices used in 
your sector? Which benchmarks use actual data and which use a mixture of 
actual and estimated data?  

As mentioned in answers to Q6, the vast majority of LSEG indices are 
calculated using actual trade prices on relevant exchanges with a few 
exceptions; these are identified in our response to Question 6.  

9. Do you consider that indices that do not use actual data have particular 
informational or other advantages over indices based on actual data?  

To the extent that actual data is sufficient, timely, and available (in markets that 
are both liquid and deep), indices that are not based on actual data should not 
have any informational advantage over indices based on actual data. We 
believe that best practice should be to use actual data whenever feasible. 

However when actual data is non-existent, scarce, outdated and/or not 
representative, data such as panel submissions provide useful information that 
can supplement actual data. One example is the private equity market where 
transactions tend to be infrequent (when compared to listed equities). In this 
instance, using a mixture of actual and other data in a tiered approach may 
provide a better indication of the underlying market conditions than using actual 
data alone, which will necessarily rely on stale prices. 

It is important, however, that the index provider controls carefully the use of 
“non actual” data, and that it discloses the nature of the data and ground rules 
for its use, as well as any potential conflict of interest, so that users have a 
clear understanding of the data sets.  

The need for governance increases with the use of “non-actual” data. We 
suggest that audit and record-keeping requirements should be encouraged, to 
ensure corroboration of the information being used to calculate the index, 
without discouraging participation. 

10. What do you consider are the advantages and disadvantages of using a 
mixture of actual transaction data and other data in a tiered approach?  

Please refer to our response to Q9.  

A further disadvantage to the use of a mixture of data is that actual transaction 
data and estimate data may not be directly comparable, for example, in respect 
of the term or currency of a trade, or whether a loan is secured or unsecured. 

However, provided that appropriate adjustments could be made, an index could 
be created based on a mixture of actual transaction data and other data that 
would have the advantage of being more robust than an index based on either 
purely actual data or purely estimated data. For example, if there were 
sufficient demand, a more robust version of LIBOR could be created that 
incorporated market rate data as well as submissions, and adjusted the various 
inputs to take account of factors such as bank size, credit rating and each 
bank’s own actual trades. 



      

Final Page 16 of 31 

29/11/12 

11. What do you consider are the costs and benefits of using actual transactions 
data for benchmarks in your sector? Please provide examples and estimates. 

Please refer to our response Q9 and Q10.  

It is difficult to provide details, as the issue does not arise in this way; if the 
appropriate trade data is available to be used, then it will be used for the index. 
If there is no such trade data, estimates or survey will be used instead, with the 
consequences outlined above.  

12. What specific transparency and governance arrangements are necessary to 
ensure the integrity of benchmarks? 

Due to the highly competitive market place for indices, the index calculation 
market currently demands high standards of governance to which our indices 
adhere, as discussed in our response to Q6.  

Governance and transparency requirements, whether imposed or not, give 
investors confidence in the index being used. However, as discussed in Part A 
of this submission, not all indices are produced in the same way, nor do they 
have the same purpose, or the same importance to the wider economy. 
Furthermore, they may be put to different uses. Therefore, we do not believe 
that there can be a “one size fits all” approach to regulatory oversight.  

We see a place for industry guidelines and/or a code of conduct for rigorous 
and transparent governance structures to be followed by index providers, even 
where the index is based predominantly on actual transaction data, which will 
establish credibility with investors and regulators.  

In relation to key industry standard indices, as discussed in paragraphs 22 – 25 
in Part A above, we also consider that non-exclusive licensing requirements 
would represent a further way to improve and enhance the integrity of the 
production of these indices, through increased transparency of, and commercial 
access to, index calculation and methodology. It would increase transparency 
and reduce the risk of manipulation. As such, trading venues and CCPs would 
effectively contribute to the effectiveness of monitoring, oversight and auditing 
of the integrity and robustness of such indices. 

In addition, where indices are calculated based on subjective submissions, 
improved transparency and governance would make it easier to corroborate the 
submissions and the calculation of the final rate. We suggest that governance 
structures for these indices should have regulatory oversight, with regulators 
sitting on governance committees either as members or observers. 

We also support the extension of the scope of the Market Abuse Directive to 
include manipulation of indices, which would increase regulatory oversight of 
contributors and give regulators the potential to deploy enforcement 
proceedings and apply sanctions against offenders.  
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13. What are the advantages and disadvantages of imposing governance and 
transparency requirements through regulation or self-regulation? 

Please refer to our answer to Q12.  

In general, we do not consider that it is necessary, desirable or practical to 
require the full range of activities of index providers to be subject to regulation.  

We believe that a calibrated approach (according to the types of indices, their 
application and use, and compilation method, in combination with the best 
practice approach that we outline above), would deliver the necessary 
response to the issues encountered, or that are likely to be encountered. Just 
as important is the regulation of the financial products and conduct of business. 

14. What are the advantages and disadvantages of making contributing data or 
estimates to produce benchmarks a regulated activity? Please provide your 
arguments. 

Please refer to our answer to Q12. 

As we suggest above, we believe there may be some value in making the 
submission of such input a regulated activity, together with the other 
recommended actions around Governance and Transparency. 

15. Who in your sector submits data for inclusion in benchmarks? What are the 
current eligibility requirements for benchmarks' contributors? 

As mentioned in answers to Q6, the vast majority of LSEG indices are 
calculated from actual trade prices on relevant exchanges with a few 
exceptions, as identified in our response to Question 6. 

16. How should panels be chosen? Should safeguards be provided for the 
selection of panel members, and if so which safeguards? 

No panel should be exclusive to the providers of estimated data, but should 
draw its membership from technical experts representing all areas of the 
investment community that are affected by the benchmark setting process.  

Our experience of committees at FTSE International Ltd is that the working 
level expertise of technical committees is particularly effective when combined 
with strategic oversight from a policy committee of senior industry executives 
tasked with a holistic and long-term view on future index developments. In the 
case of interbank rates, although the technical committee should be best 
placed to develop and agree specific statistical tests designed to test the 
integrity of submissions, any proposals to evolve the composition of these rates 
(e.g. requiring quotes for a hypothetical bank or to explicitly bring comparative 
data into the LIBOR calculation), should require strategic, as well as technical 
ratification.  
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This diversity of opinion would provide a safeguard against the dominance of 
providers of estimates. For example, the committee charged with oversight of 
an interbank offered rate could include not only the contributing banks, but also 
non-bank users such as corporate, government and agency treasurers; 
exchanges and clearing houses; fund managers; derivatives product providers 
and representatives from trade bodies such as ISDA. Regulators and other 
authorities, for example central banks, could also form part of the committee, 
either as members or observers.   

A description of FTSE International Ltd’s governance structure is provided in 
Appendix 1; this serves to illustrate how such principles have been 
successfully deployed in other index products.  

17. How should surveys of data used in benchmarks be performed? What 
safeguards are necessary to ensure the representativeness and integrity of 
data gathered in this way? 

Two types of checks should be applied to ensure the integrity of the data and 
that it is representative. We use interbank rates as an example. 

 The first checks are statistical and should be run on the submissions at the 
time that they are made. Any outliers detected should be questioned with 
the submitting bank. Once the submissions had been verified, the index 
would be calculated and published through data vendors.  

 The second checks should be carried out subsequently and designed to 
ensure the credibility of indices based on estimated data through 
comparison with actual trades and available market rates. We propose that 
one of the tasks of the index’s oversight committee should be this 
assessment. In the event that a bank’s submitted estimates appeared to be 
out of line with the comparative data, the bank should be invited to provide 
supplementary information that would support its quotes; this supplementary 
information would normally be reviewed at the next scheduled committee 
meeting. 

As discussed in our response to Q12, we see a role for the regulator in the 
oversight of indices that are calculated based on submissions. Therefore, in the 
case where the regulator, as an observer at the committee, is not satisfied with 
the explanations given, they would be free to conduct more detailed 
investigations of their own. 

We believe that the combination of these checks, with the oversight provided by 
the committee and regulator, will make a substantial contribution to the 
confidence of market participants in the quotes submitted and the accuracy and 
reliability of the index rate.  

Banks’ fear of exposure to predatory trading during the scrutiny process could 
be overcome by delaying publication of the oversight committee’s deliberations, 
or by ensuring that the survey results remain anonymous for a period.  
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18. What are the advantages and disadvantages of large panels? Even in the case 
of large panels could one panel member influence the benchmark? 

Larger panels are likely to provide fewer opportunities for indices based on 
some average to be manipulated; however, larger panels would by necessity 
include more “smaller” institutions that will likely have less data to contribute. 
Panel size is therefore a compromise – larger panels have more representation 
and so they are less likely to be influenced by individual members, but there is 
a risk that the smaller players included will have undertaken fewer trades with 
which to corroborate their estimates. 

19. What would be the main advantages and disadvantages to auditing of panels? 
Please provide examples. 

Our position is that there should be an approval process within submitting 
banks, and that such internal approval should be regulated by the appropriate 
national or Community regulators. 

20. Where indices rely on voluntary contributions, do you consider that there are 
factors which may discourage the making of these contributions and if so why?  

Banks tend to prefer to make use of interbank offered rates rather than to 
contribute to their calculation. This is particularly the case in stressed market 
conditions, as banks will not wish to signal their credit status to the wider 
market.  

To overcome this, there could be a compulsion placed upon banks producing 
products that are based on interbank rates to contribute data. Safeguards could 
be established to shield contributing banks from exposure to hostile trading, 
such as delaying publication of the index’s oversight committee deliberations, 
or making the survey results anonymous. 

21. What do you consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of mandatory 
reporting of data? Please provide examples.  

Please see our response to Q 20.  

The benefit of mandatory reporting of actual trade data by banks is that it 
provides a pool of corroborating data with which estimates can be compared. 

22. For entities contributing to benchmarks which are regulated by financial 
regulation, what would be the advantages and disadvantages of bringing their 
benchmark submissions under the scope of this framework?  

Please refer to our answer to Q 20. 

Until now, banks have been regulated, but their submissions (for example, to 
interbank rates), were not covered by regulation. We suggest that banks’ 
submission processes must be subject to explicit regulations as recommended 
in the Wheatley report on LIBOR. This would mean that independent 
supervision is provided, which is underpinned by criminal and civil sanctions 
and brings advantages of added credibility of the indices for end users.  
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Regulatory approval for quote submission would be contingent on satisfactory 
demonstration of, inter-alia: internal controls, training procedures, whistle-
blowing procedures, extent and frequency of internal audits, and Chinese walls 
between quote providers and index users within the organisation.   

On the other hand, the regulation of the index provider will not solve the issue 
of deliberate false estimates being submitted, but may result in higher costs to 
the end user. However, regulator-set standards for index providers on 
transparency and governance, could improve the confidence of end users. 

23. Do you consider that responsibility for making adjustments if inadequate data is 
available should rest with the contributor of the data, the index provider or the 
user of the index?  

Any adjustments should be made by the index provider according to pre-agreed 
and transparent criteria. The permitted adjustments should be first agreed with 
the index’s oversight committee and applied consistently and never on an ad 
hoc basis.  

Adjustments should not be made by contributors as this runs the risk of each 
contributor applying a different methodology. It could also result in an index that 
would be unworkable for use in standard contracts based on such an index.  

24. What is the formal process that you use to audit the submissions and 
calculations? 

Indices produced by LSEG (as well as most stock market indices) are based 
predominantly upon actual trade and/or transaction data and in accordance 
with publicly available, transparent and objective rule sets. Such indices are by 
construction much harder to manipulate, as attempts to manipulate traded 
prices are already covered by Art 1(2)(a) of the current Market Abuse Directive.  

In our experience, the vigilance shown by users and clients in identifying any 
information included incorrectly, we find that a direct formal audit process is not 
required. In effect, clients are continuously monitoring on both the prices and 
methodology of FTSE International Ltd.  

25. If there are any weaknesses identified in the audit, who are they reported to 
and how are they addressed? Is there a follow up process in place? 

Please refer to our answer to Q24.  

26. How often are submissions audited, internally or externally, and by what 
means? Do you consider the current audit controls are sufficient? What 
additional validation procedures would you suggest? 

Please refer to our answer to Q24. 
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27. What are the advantages and disadvantages of a validation procedure? Please 
provide examples. 

In the case of estimated data, some immediate validation to compare against 
statistical precedents is advisable in order to correct for legitimate errors. These 
immediate checks on submissions should be supplemented by a full review 
undertaken at a later date by the oversight committee.  

Such a review would include statistical tests to check that the index conforms to 
external factors. The oversight committee would review the submissions and 
query any anomalies. Knowledge that such a review of submissions would be 
undertaken would provide a strong deterrent to the provision of misleading or 
inaccurate quotes. 

Publication of the results of any such later review could be delayed or 
submitted anonymously, to reduce contributors’ fear of exposure to predatory 
trading. 

28. Who should have the responsibility for auditing contributed data, the index 
provider or an independent auditor or supervisor? 

Please see our responses to Q12 and Q16. 

As further examined in our response to Q23 in relation to making adjustments, 
we believe that it is the index provider that should have responsibility for 
auditing the contributing data under the supervision of the oversight committee, 
to which the findings should be presented. 

29. What are the advantages and disadvantages of making benchmarks a 
regulated activity? Please provide your arguments. 

Please refer to our answers to Q12 and Q22. 

As discussed in those answers, we suggest that one of the main issues in this 
debate centres on the source/type of data used to calculate an index: 

 Equity indices are usually based on actual trading data and exist in a 
competitive market, with many providers seeking to differentiate their 
products by their quality. This results in high governance requirements and 
reduces the need for regulation. This is particularly true for a market 
capitalisation-weighted index, where the only entry criteria are objective 
(based on size and liquidity), and therefore less open to manipulation. 

 Indices based on estimated data, or indices that purport to carry out a 
function other than representing the broad stock market (for example, risk-
based, strategy or performance-oriented indices), are by definition more 
subjective, and therefore proportionate regulatory attention may be required, 
according to the particular circumstances.  
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Chapter 3: The Purpose and Use of Benchmarks 

30. Is it possible and desirable to restrict the use of benchmarks? If so, how, and 
what are the associated costs and benefits? Please provide estimates. 

It can often be difficult for an index provider to control all use of its indices, 
intended or otherwise, and this certainly present a challenge. In cases where 
there are issues of investor protection, we would suggest that the 
Commission’s approach may well be a matter for conduct of business 
regulation relating to the suitability of financial instruments that are based on or 
reference an index. 

31. Should specific benchmarks be used for particular activities? By whom? Please 
provide examples. 

Please see our response to Q30 above. Indices will be used by many and for 
many different reasons - it is virtually impossible to prevent an unintended or 
unauthorised use where the index data is widely distributed. 

32. Should benchmarks developed for wholesale purposes be used in retail 
contracts such as mortgages? How should non-financial benchmarks used in 
financial contracts be controlled? 

The use of wholesale indices to benchmark retail contracts should not be 
excluded. Many retail contracts are dependent on wholesale rates. For 
example, the suppliers of retail loans may themselves use wholesale sources of 
finance that are dependent on LIBOR. 

Nor should the use of non-financial indices in financial products be disallowed. 
If there is a concern about the possible use of indices, this should be addressed 
in Conduct of Business rules, and not in regulation aimed at index providers, for 
the reasons set out above in paragraph 30. 

33. Who should have the responsibility for ensuring that indices used as 
benchmarks are fit for purpose, the provider, the user (firms issuing contracts 
referenced to benchmarks), the trading venues or regulators? 

All parties, to varying degrees, have a responsibility to ensure fitness for 
purpose of indices and the choice of appropriate indices for specific 
requirements. The safeguards regarding best practice principles that we 
suggest above would deal with the index providers’ responsibilities; the 
selection of indices for use in, or as a basis for financial instruments or 
products, must be a matter for the investment advisers, issuers and their 
regulators in devising appropriate capital and conduct of business rules.  

For regulated markets and MTFs that admit financial instruments to trading, 
arguably an element of this responsibility is already covered by EU legislation. 
Indeed, the level of transparency and comprehensibility of financial instruments 
built on indices is already ensured by the Prospectus Directive and by 
competent authorities’ checks and controls.  
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The Market Abuse Directive already requires regulated markets to prevent and 
identify potential market abuses. MiFID requires venues to have rules in place 
to ensure that any financial instrument admitted to trading on a regulated 
market is traded in a fair, orderly and efficient manner. Indeed, market rules in 
relevant LSEG markets already contain specific requirements and safeguards 
in the case of indices that are benchmarks for financial instruments.   
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Chapter 4: Provision of Benchmarks by Private or Public Bodies 

34. Do you consider some or all indices to be public goods? Please state your 
reasons. 

Many indices will have certain characteristics of a “public good”, to the extent 
that they exhibit certain features, for example their systematic importance, 
impacts on the real economy and other externalities (e.g. Dow Jones, RPI, the 
CAC 40 or the FTSE 100).  

However, this does not mean that they should be publicly owned or all 
regulated and we understand that this is not the Commission’s suggestion. The 
creation of effective indices by an index provider is a substantial undertaking, 
requiring significant investment in data, technology and personnel. The 
competitive environment means that indices have been refined over time to 
take advantage of improvements to data quality, methodologies and 
technology.  

35. Which role do you think public institutions should play in governance and 
provision of benchmarks? 

Assuming this refers to regulators, we consider public institutions’ most 
important role should be in ensuring good governance and standards in index 
calculation and, where relevant, the regulatory oversight, as discussed above. 
Public institutions that are themselves index providers will have to consider the 
extent to which they should be seen to meet the best practice approach we 
suggest.  

36. What do you consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of the provision 
of indices by public bodies? 

Public bodies may have access to data that others do not, which might lend 
credibility to such a body calculating a specific index, although even this can be 
outsourced. However in the context of indices created using data collected from 
many sources, there would be no advantage in a public body carrying out this 
activity in such a competitive market where the approach we suggest is applied; 
it would add nothing and, indeed, could create conflicts of interest and other 
unforeseen issues. In our view, there is no need for “public bodies” to become 
the providers of commercially competitive indices. 

37. Which indices, if any, would be best provided by public bodies? 

Please refer to our answer to Q35 and 36. 
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Chapter 5: Impact of Potential Regulation: Transition, Continuity and 
International Issues. 

38. What conflicts of interest would arise in the provision of indices by public 
bodies? What would be the best way of avoiding these conflicts of interest? 

Provision or ownership of indices by public bodies does not remove potential 
conflicts of interest. Conflicts of interest will remain regardless of the nature of 
the provider structure, although they may be of different types. Public bodies 
may themselves be subject to conflicts of interest due to lobbying, government 
interests and political influence. For example, the methodology of a public index 
could also be subject to a conflict of interest by way of political influence, in 
order to reduce government liabilities in the area of pension and benefit 
provision. 

In our view, private sector companies operating in a competitive market are 
likely to provide more effective protection against conflicts of interest, as well as 
increased choice for users of indices, as long as they are based on universally 
agreed principles of good governance, sound methodology and transparency. 
However, it may be relevant for policy makers to consider how conflicts of 
interest are managed across stakeholders.  

39. What are the likely transition challenges, costs and timelines for relevant 
benchmarks? Please provide examples. 

If this question is directed at indices such as interbank rates, we suggest that in 
many cases, it would prove impossible to achieve a single transition, as 
contracts linked to relevant indices cannot be moved overnight. For example, 
we believe that in the short and medium term the only feasible approach is to 
strengthen LIBOR, as it would be almost inconceivable to consider replacing 
LIBOR. If the value of existing open contracts based on LIBOR could be worth 
between $300tn- $800tn, the magnitude of such an exercise and the 
considerable market disruption and uncertainty it could create would most likely 
entirely defeat the purpose. 

For interbank rates such as LIBOR, the first objective should be to improve the 
governance of the existing index by establishing a representative oversight 
committee that would include representatives from both data suppliers and the 
users of the index. It will also be important to obtain an industry wide 
acceptance that the solution provides a continuation of the index that does not 
allow for the termination, frustration or other variation of contracts and 
arrangements based on current LIBOR. 
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40. How do you consider that the adoption of new benchmarks could be ensured? 
Is this best framed in terms of encouraging or mandating the use of particular 
benchmarks? 

We do not believe that the regulator or authorities should be in the business of 
“ensuring” the adoption of a specific index to be used in any way by end users; 
this is a commercial issue. 

The best way to encourage adoption of an index as a benchmark (or the basis 
of a financial instrument) by the market is to ensure that all indices put in place 
a governance structure to allow evolution and innovation and choice for the end 
user.  

41. How can reforms of the regulation of benchmarks be most easily implemented? 

The first priority should be the appropriate regulation of bank providers of 
estimated data, in addition to the planned improvements to the Market Abuse 
Regime and introduction of the best practice approach suggested above. 
Careful consideration should be made of the costs and benefits of regulating 
those index providers that calculate indices based on estimated data as 
opposed to those calculating indices based on actual data.   

42. What positive or negative impacts, if any, do you see on small and medium-
sized enterprises of the possible regulation of indices, and how could any 
negative impacts be mitigated? 

Regulation may bring a boost to trust and confidence in certain indices, 
particularly those based on estimated data; however this benefit should be 
balanced against the increased cost incurred by the index provider in complying 
with the regulatory burden which may be passed to users, some of whom are 
small and medium sized enterprises. 

43. Are there other impacts which should be considered? If so please specify the 
nature of these impacts and provide evidence. 

Any new regulation should be proportionate to its aims. Indices based upon 
actual data do not present the same regulatory issues as those based upon 
estimated data.  

Many indices have operated for decades without causing concern – the 
precursors to the modern FTSE International Ltd indices have been in 
existence since the 1920s, while the Dow Jones Industrial Average was started 
in 1896. 

44. In which countries are benchmarks used in your sector produced? From which 
countries are data used for the production of benchmarks in your sector 
sourced? In which countries are benchmarks used in your sector used? 

Please see our response to Questions 1-4. 
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45. Are there non-EU benchmarks which could serve as substitutes? Are there 
non-EU benchmark providers which could produce similar benchmarks? 

In the case of interbank rates such as LIBOR, EURIBOR and TIBOR, there is 
currently no direct substitute. In any case, parties to financial contracts with 
years left to run could not simply switch indices. 

46. Are there international benchmarks which could serve as substitutes for 
national benchmarks? 

No – indices develop to meet market needs. There are no obvious alternatives 
to indices such LIBOR and EURIBOR, and there are no easy ways to switch 
existing contracts from one index to another.  

In relation to this question and Q45, we suggest that in adopting any policy, the 
Commission should consider the issue of the effect on competiveness between 
EU and non-EU/International index providers (i.e. third country issues). A 
disproportionate regulatory burden on EU index providers and users might have 
the effect of driving business to third country jurisdictions.  

Regulators also need to consider the extent to which any third country provider 
should be required to comply with any EU regulation when providing services 
into the EU, and the need to ensure that EU actors are not disadvantaged.  
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Appendix 1 

FTSE Governance and Committee Structure 

Figure 1 below shows the committee structure that FTSE employs to ensure good 
governance of its indices. The three regional equity committees and the bond 
committee draw their membership from market participants with high levels of 
technical expertise. These committees assist FTSE in making changes to the index 
rules and calculation methodologies that improve the usability of the indices, for 
example by ensuring that the index treatment of difficult and unusual corporate 
events matches as far as possible the real life experience of portfolio managers.  

These technical committees are supplemented by three other specialist committees 
tasked with making decisions on nationality assignments, industry assignments and 
country classifications that can occasionally be contentious and politically sensitive. 
For example, the UK Index Series, which includes the FTSE 100 and the FTSE All 
Share indices, has seen a recent influx of companies that have chosen to list and 
trade in London, but have their incorporation, tax residence and operations 
elsewhere. Based on the responses to a client consultation in 2011, the Nationality 
Committee agreed to the introduction of more stringent eligibility criteria that took into 
account the competing concerns of both buy and sell side market participants.  

Country classification is another process where FTSE ensures high levels of 
standards and integrity through the use of a committee tasked with making objective 
judgements about a country’s equity markets based on their regulatory, trading, 
settlement and custody infrastructure. This committee draws its membership from 
those who have day to day experience of portfolio management, trading and 
custody, exemplifying FTSE’s objective and transparent approach to index 
management.  

The above committees report into FTSE’s most senior committee, the FTSE Policy 
Group. In contrast to the other committees which draw their members from technical 
experts, the Policy Group appoints its members from the most senior level of the 
investment community. Policy Group members supplement the technical expertise of 
the junior committees with business and strategic insights. All rule change proposals 
emanating from the junior committees must be ratified by the Policy Group. The 
Policy Group provides direction for the junior committees and acts as an appeal 
court for companies wishing to challenge nationality and industry assignments.  

This hierarchy of committees ensures that all sides of the debate can be heard, 
allows affected bodies a venue to voice their concerns, and so enhances the 
legitimacy of index related decisions. 
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Figure 1 
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Appendix 3 

 

ETFs tracking MTS Indices 

MTS Indices are tracked by a wide variety of ETFs, offering investors a number of 
highly transparent and efficient trading opportunities. 

The indices are calculated in real-time using prices sourced from a very wide and 
diverse number of financial institutions actively quoting and trading in the European 
government bond markets, giving investors the confidence that their ETF portfolio is 
tracking the most accurate reflection of the underlying marketplace. 

Details on the ETFs tracking MTS Indices can be found below.  

Government Bond ETFs 

Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 1-3Y    (FR0010222224) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 3-5Y    (FR0010037234) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 5-7Y    (FR001411413) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 7-10Y    (FR0010411439) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS Global    (FR0010028860) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 10-15Y    (FR0010037242) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS 15+Y    (FR0010481093) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS AAA Macro-Weighted Govt Bonds    (FR0010820258) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS AAA Macro-Weighted 1-3Y    (FR0011146315) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS AAA Macro-Weighted 3-5Y    (FR0011146349) 
Lyxor ETF EuroMTS AAA Macro-Weighted 5-7Y    (FR0011146356) 

Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS 1-3    (FR0010754135) 
Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS 3-5    (FR0010754168) 
Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS 5-7    (FR0010754176) 
Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS 7-10    (FR0010754184) 
Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS 10-15    (FR0010754143) 
Amundi ETF Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad    (FR0010754192) 
Amundi ETF Highest-Rated Govt Bond EuroMTS IG   (FR0010930636) 
Amundi ETF Highest-Rated Govt Bond EuroMTS IG 1-3   (FR0011161215) 
Amundi ETF Lowest-Rated Govt Bond EuroMTS IG   (FR0010892190) 

DB X-Trackers MTS Ex-Bank of Italy Aggregate ETF    (LU0613540698) 
DB X-Trackers MTS Ex-Bank of Italy BTP ETF    (LU0613540185) 
DB X-Trackers MTS Ex-Bank of Italy BOT ETF    (LU0613540268) 

Inflation-Linked Government Bond ETFs 

Lyxor ETF EuroMTS Inflation Linked    (FR0010174292) 



      

Final Page 31 of 31 

29/11/12 

Short Government Bond ETFs 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad    (FR0010821850) 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad 1-3    (FR0010821876) 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad 3-5    (FR0010823401) 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad 5-7    (FR0010823443) 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad 7-10    (FR0010823450) 

Amundi  ETF Short Govt Bond EuroMTS Broad 10-15    (FR0010823385) 

Government Bill ETFs 

Amundi ETF EuroMTS Cash 3 Months    (FR0010754200) 

PowerShares EuroMTS Cash 3 Months Fund    (IE00B3BPCH51) 

Covered Bond ETFs  

Lyxor ETF EuroMTS Covered Bond Aggregate    (FR0010481127) 

Money Market ETFs 

Lyxor ETF Euro Cash    (FR0010510800) 

Amundi  ETF EONIA    (FR0010718841) 

EasyETF EuroMTS FedFunds USD    (FR0010616276) 

 


