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ITEM 1 (B).UNRESOLVED STAFF COMMENTS

None.

ITEM 2. PROPERTIES

Our most valuable property is our technology and the infrastructure underlying it. Our intellectual property is described
under the heading “Technology” in Item 1 — Business. In addition to our intellectual property, our other primary assets
include computer equipment, software, internally developed software and a corporate aircraft. We own an array of computers
and related equipment. The net book value of our property was $143.4 million as of December 31, 2012.

Our principal executive offices are located in Atlanta, Georgia. We occupy 92,171 square feet of office space in Atlanta
under a lease that expires on June 30, 2014. We also lease and currently occupy an aggregate of 198,842 square feet of office
space in New York, London, Chicago, Stamford, San Francisco, Washington, D.C., Houston, Winnipeg, Calgary and
Singapore. Our largest physical presence outside of Atlanta is in New York, New York, where we have leased and currently
occupy 117,539 square feet of office space, including 60,941 square feet of space from our competitor NYMEX under a lease
that expires on July 1, 2013. The remaining 56,598 square feet of office space currently occupied in New York have leases that
generally expire in 2013 and 2014. In mid-2013, we expect that all of our New York offices will relocate to a single new
location in New York with 93,365 square feet of office space under a new lease that expires in 2028 and will replace the
currently occupied 117,539 square feet of office space. Our second largest physical presence outside of Atlanta is in London,
England, where we have leased 40,909 square feet of office space. The various London leases covering these spaces generally
expire in 2024.

We believe that our facilities are adequate for our current operations and that we will be able to obtain additional space as
and when it is needed.

ITEM 3. LEGAL PROCEEDINGS

We are from time to time involved in a number of legal proceedings (including the matters specifically described below)
concerning matters arising in connection with the conduct of our business. We believe, based on currently available
information, that the results of such proceedings, in the aggregate, will not have a material adverse effect on our financial
condition.

On August 5, 2011, we announced that we will be ceasing operations of the Chicago Climate Futures Exchange, LLC, or
CCFE, an emissions futures exchange that we acquired as part of our acquisition of CLE in July 2010. On December 14, 2011,
a group of 24 plaintiffs who hold “trading privileges” (a right to trade at a discount) at CCFE filed suit against CCFE and CLE,
together with two current and one former employee of those entities, claiming that they were defrauded in connection with the
purchase of their trading privileges at CCFE and that the sales of such privileges were made in violation of the Illinois
Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act. The plaintiffs seek the return of amounts paid for their trading
privileges, the lost “value” of their trading privileges, punitive damages and interest. During the first quarter of 2012, the
plaintiffs filed an amended complaint to add 21 new plaintiffs to the lawsuit and dropped one of our subsidiaries as a corporate
defendant. We are currently in the discovery phase of this litigation. A second complaint was filed by five additional CCFE
trading privilege holders on January 25, 2013, alleging substantively similar claims that CCFE together with two current and
one former employee defrauded plaintiffs in connection with the purchase of CCFE trading privileges. We do not believe the
allegations in the complaints to be meritorious, and we intend to defend them vigorously.

Following the announcement of the execution of the acquisition agreement to acquire NYSE Euronext on December 20,
2012, the first of eight putative stockholder class action complaints was filed in the Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware
(the “Delaware Actions”) by purported stockholders challenging the proposed acquisition. Additionally, on December 21,
2012, the first of four similar putative stockholder class action
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complaints was filed in the Supreme Court of the State of New York (the “New York Actions™) by purported stockholders of
NYSE Euronext. The Delaware Actions are captioned Cohen v. NYSE Euronext, et al., C.A. No. 8136-CS, Mayer v. NYSE
Euronext, et al., C.A. No. 8167-CS, Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority v. Hessels, et al., No. 8172-CS,
Louisiana Municipal Police Employees’ Retirement System v. NYSE Euronext, et al., No. 8183-CS, Sheet Metal Workers’
Pension Fund of Local Union 19 v. Hessels, et al., No 8202-CS, Winkler v. NYSE Euronext, et al., No. 8209-CS, Nardone v.
Hessels, at al., C.A. No. 8211-CS, and LBBW Asset Management Investmentgesellschaft MBH, C.A. No. 8224-CS. The New
York actions are captioned Graff'v. Hessels, et al., No. 654519, Himmerl v. NYSE Euronext, et al., No. 654576/2012, N.J.
Carpenters Pension Fund v. NYSE Euronext, et al., No. 654496 and KT Invs. II, LLC v. Niederauer, et al., No. 654515.

The Delaware and New York Actions are very similar. All twelve actions name us as a defendant and also name NYSE
Euronext and the members of its board of directors as defendants. Certain of the actions also name Baseball Merger Sub, LLC,
which is a wholly-owned subsidiary of ours that was created for purposes of this acquisition. All twelve complaints allege that
the members of the NYSE Euronext board of directors breached their fiduciary duties by agreeing to an acquisition agreement
that undervalues NYSE Euronext. Among other things, plaintiffs allege that the members of the NYSE Euronext board of
directors failed to maximize the value of NYSE Euronext to its public stockholders, negotiated a transaction in their best
interests to the detriment of the NYSE Euronext public stockholders, and agreed to supposedly preclusive deal protection
measures that unfairly deter competitive offers. We (and, in some of the actions, NYSE Euronext and/or Baseball Merger Sub)
are alleged to have aided and abetted the breaches of fiduciary duty by the members of the NYSE Euronext board of directors.
The lawsuits seek, among other things, (i) an injunction enjoining the consummation of the acquisition; and/or (ii) rescission
of the acquisition, to the extent already implemented, or alternatively rescissory damages. Certain of the actions seek an
injunction prohibiting us and NYSE Euronext from initiating any defensive measures.

On January 16, 2013, three of the plaintiffs in the Delaware Actions, Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation
Authority, Louisiana Municipal Police Employees’ Retirement System and Sheet Metal Workers’ Pension Fund of Local
Union 19, jointly moved for expedited proceedings. The motion to expedite requests an expedited schedule and the setting of a
hearing on a motion for a preliminary injunction in advance of the stockholder vote on the merger. On January 17, 2013,
Plaintiffs Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority, Louisiana Municipal Police Employees’ Retirement System,
Sheet Metal Workers’ Pension Fund and Welfare Fund of Local Union 19, and LBBW Asset Management
Investmentgesellschaft MBH moved for consolidation and appointment of lead plaintiffs and lead counsel in the Delaware
Actions. On January 25, 2013, Plaintiff John and Patricia Mayer cross moved for appointment as lead or co-lead plaintiffs and
approval of their selection of lead counsel. By Order dated January 29, 2013, the Court of Chancery consolidated the Delaware
Actions and appointed lead plaintiffs and lead counsel. On January 31, 2013, lead plaintiffs filed a consolidated amended
complaint which, among other things, adds allegations contending that the preliminary proxy statement filed by NYSE
Euronext contains misstatements or omissions regarding the transaction and the firm’s business prospects.

On January 3, 2013, the plaintiffs in the New York Actions moved for consolidation and appointment lead counsel in the
New York Actions. On January 28, 2013, the court entered an Order consolidating the New York Actions and appointing lead
counsel. On January 30, 2013, the defendants moved to dismiss or stay the New York Actions based upon, among other
things, the substantially identical, earlier filed Delaware proceedings. That motion remains pending.

We believe the allegations in the complaints in the Delaware Actions and the New York Actions are without merit, and
intend to defend them vigorously.

ITEM 4. MINE SAFETY DISCLOSURES
Not applicable.
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