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Impact of LIBOR Transition on the MIFOR Benchmark 

Golaka C. Nath $ Manoel Pacheco@ 

   

Abstract  

 

The FBIL Mumbai Interbank Forward Outright Rate (MIFOR) is an implied domestic interest 

rate based on the covered interest rate parity theory and is computed using the USD/INR 

Forward Premia Rates and the London Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR). The Financial 

Conduct Authority (FCA) of UK has announced in 2017 to discontinue LIBOR by the end of 

2021. There are other alternative Risk Free Rates (RFR) that have been proposed to be used as 

a replacement rate to LIBOR. This paper studies the possibilities of the MIFOR Curve 

computation in light of this LIBOR transition.  The objective of this study is (a) To detail the 

changes to the MIFOR computation methodology post LIBOR cessation, (b) To compute the 

Adjusted MIFOR curve using a Fallback rate as a replacement rate to LIBOR and back test the 

computation under this revised framework (c) To explore alternative methods to compute the 

Fallback rate and analyze its impact on the MIFOR curve, and (d) To raise the issues of 

concern on the selection of an appropriate Fallback rate  to compute the Modified MIFOR for 

the new contracts. The preliminary results suggests that the there is a noticeable difference 

between the MIFOR Curve computed using the LIBOR and the adjusted MIFOR computed 

using the Fallback Rate for tenors beyond 3 months. The analysis puts forth some questions in 

terms of the methodology and convention to be used when using the fallback rate were a 

consensus from the market would be required to finalize the design of proposed MIFOR Curve. 

Similar concerns are raised in the computation of the modified MIFOR curve to be used for 

new contracts.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Mumbai Interbank Forward Outright Rate (MIFOR) is a benchmark interest rate 

published by the Benchmark Administrator Financial Benchmarks India Limited (FBIL) 

since April 2018. It is an implied domestic interest rate that is based on the FBIL Forward 

Premia Curve and the LIBOR Curve. The FBIL Forward Premia Curve is a transaction based 

benchmark that is computed from the Cash-Tom and Spot-Forward forex swap 

transactions which are reported to the Clearing Corporation of India (CCIL) for settlement. 

CCIL performs the role of the Calculation Agent for the FBIL Forward Premia Curve and the 

FBIL MIFOR Curve. Specifically, the MIFOR is calculated based on the Rolling forward 

premia rates and LIBOR. MIFOR is linked to the LIBOR published at 11.00 AM London time.  

It accounts for the interest rate differential between the U.S. and India for the settlement 

dates over various tenors from overnight, one month, two months, three months, six 

months and twelve months. The Indian entity pays LIBOR to borrow dollars in the 

interbank market and gets rupees in the currency swap. In addition to the use of LIBOR, 

MIFOR calculation accounts for premia attributable to the currency exchange rate risk and 

credit risks of the banks. The Indian banks use this benchmark for setting prices on 

forward-rate agreements and derivative such as swaps. 

LIBOR is an Inter-Bank Offered Rate (IBOR) which has been in existence for over four 

decades and has traditionally been used as a benchmark interest rate for pricing products 

such as loans, floating rate notes and derivative contracts. The LIBOR represents the 

interest rate at which banks can borrow money on an unsecured basis in the wholesale 

market. It is polled for seven tenors (Overnight, 1 week, 1 month, 2 months, 3 months, 6 

months and 12 months), based on the submissions from a panel of 20 banks. It is currently 

published for five currencies namely, USD, EURO, CHF, JPY and GBP.  

Over the past few years, there have been concerns identified with respect to the relevance 

of IBORs. Firstly, being a panel based submission, such rates are susceptible to 

manipulation (as evidenced by the LIBOR rate rigging scandal). Secondly, the liquidity in 

the short term wholesale funding market for tenors other than overnight has remained 

shallow, raising concerns regarding the reliability of polled IBORs from the illiquid term 

segment of such markets. Thirdly, there has been a growing preference by banks towards 

less risky sources of wholesale funding, such as the use of the repo market, in efforts to 

reduce counterparty credit risk. The LIBOR, being an unsecured rate, reflects credit risk. 

These issues of concern with the setting of LIBOR have been well discussed on various 

forums. With the decision of Financial Conduct Authority to do away with the LIBOR by the 

end-of year 2021, multiple alternatives have been proposed globally to replace LIBOR.  

To address these inherent weaknesses in IBORs and specifically transition away from 

LIBOR, Central banks and regulatory bodies across various countries around the globe, 

have been initiating reforms to  move towards a more credible and reliable alternative 
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reference rate that is rooted in transaction-based data from liquid markets. Based on the 

jurisdiction and the associated currency, the following alternative reference rates (Table 1) 

have been chosen as replacement rates for LIBOR (ISDA, 2020) : 

 

A comparison of the LIBOR rates with their currency equivalent alternative reference rates, 

suggest that there are certain adjustments that would need to be taken into account while 

using the alternative reference rate as a replacement to the LIBOR. In most jurisdictions 

that look to find an alternative to their dollar linked borrowings, SOFR is preferred as the 

fallback to LIBOR.  Taking the example of USD LIBOR and its alternative SOFR, the following 

points can be noted: First, the LIBOR curve is a forward looking curve polled for the tenors 

upto 1 year, while the SOFR is an overnight rate. Hence a term structure adjustment would 

be required to align the two rates. In case of SOFR, the Compounding in Arrears 

methodology has been considered to account for this adjustment. Second, the LIBOR is an 

unsecured rate that reflects credit risk while the SOFR is a secured rate and is considered 

as a risk-free/near risk free rate. Accordingly, a spread adjustment to account for such risk 

should also be considered. 

This paper establishes a framework for computation of the FBIL MIFOR curve in light of the 

LIBOR transition. The objective of this study is as follows:  

(a) To detail the changes to the MIFOR computation methodology post LIBOR cessation. 

(b) To compute the “Adjusted MIFOR” curve using a Fallback rate and spread, as a 

replacement rate to LIBOR and back test the computation under this revised 

framework. This all in fallback rate based Adjusted MIFOR has been proposed for legacy 

contracts.  

(c) To explore alternative methods to compute the Fallback rate and analyze its impact on 

the “Adjusted MIFOR” curve. 

(d) To raise the issues of concern on the selection of an appropriate Fallback rate, called 

“Modified MIFOR” applicable for new contracts. 
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The paper is organized in the following sections: Section 2 provides the discussions and 

studies carried out globally around the impact of LIBOR transition. Section 3 describes the 

data used in the study. Section 4, details a proposed methodology for computing the FBIL 

MIFOR curve using a Fallback Rate defined by ISDA/Bloomberg as a replacement rate to 

USD LIBOR. Section 5, provides alternative specifications considered for computing the 

MIFOR Curve post LIBOR cessation. Section 6 highlights the empirical findings of the study. 

Finally, Section 7 concludes with a list of questions and concerns that the market 

participants would need to take into account while finalizing the methodology to be 

adopted to compute both the Adjusted and Modified MIFOR.  

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The impact of LIBOR transition is felt globally and hence regulators from various 

jurisdictions have floated multiple suggestions on the alternative reference rates. IBOR 

rates in major markets like US, UK, Europe and Japan, propose alternate reference rates 

such as SOFR, SONIA, ЄSTR and TONAR respectively.  

Schrimpf and Sushko (2019) provide an overview of RFR benchmarks and compare the key 

characteristics of the benchmarks. They explore the possibility that a new normal could 

prevail allowing for multiple rates to coexist, fulfilling different purposes and market 

needs. They discuss about the backward and forward looking term rates and their issues. 

Forward looking term rates, are known at the beginning of the period to which they apply 

and are not based on mechanical compounding of O/N rates. Because forward looking rates 

are an outcome of a market-based price formation process, they embed market 

participants’ expectations about future interest rates and market conditions. Further, the 

authors highlight that “term rates based on derivatives reflect the market-implied expected 

path of future O/N rates over the term of the contract, but do not embed premia for term 

funding risk.”  

Oliver Wynman (2020) presents the views of various market participants on the LIBOR 

transition issues, the ARRC considerations for fallback rate, the regulatory implications and 

impact on products. 

ABS (2020) discusses the calculation methodology of proposed fallback rate SOR based on 

actual transactions in the USD/SGX FX SWAP market and the SOFR published by the 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York. “This would be the synthetic rate for deposits in 

Singapore Dollar (SGB) which represents the effective cost of borrowing the SGD 

synthetically by borrowing U.S. Dollar (USD) for the same maturity and swapping out the 

USD in return for the SGD. The 1-month, 3-month and 6-month Fallback rate (SOR) will be 

published with an approximately 1-month, 3-month or 6-month lag, respectively. This is 

because the Fallback Rate (SOFR) is published in-arrears and would only be available after 

the accrual period.”  
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Bank of Thailand (BOT) had floated a consultation paper in May, 2020, on the impact of 

LIBOR transition on THBFIX, where the fallback rate was SOFR.  The feedback received by 

BOT (July, 2020) puts forth the respondent financial institutions and corporates 

suggestions and concerns. The concerns were: 1) that a fixed spread may not fully reflect 

full economic cycle over the future period. For this THOR, a new THB interest rate 

benchmark is proposed as an alternative 2) that the availability of the fixation value at the 

end of the period which may not give sufficient time to prepare for payments given internal 

payment approval processes 3) that it would require changes in IT infrastructure to 

account for compounding in arrears 4) that it would require communication with the 

customers and the engagement with end-users 5) that a replacement of THBFIX with THOR 

be proposed. However the response by BOT was to the necessity to transition to Adjusted 

THBFIX for legacy derivatives contracts under ISDA agreement 6) Related to Accounting, 

Risk and Valuation of the contracts given that the rate would be available in arrears. In 

most cases, the response from BOT indicated that the market participants had to adjust 

their systems to support the international consensus.  

Finally, the most important concern, which is of relevance to our paper, was on the 

applicability of Adjusted THBFIX to “A product for which a forward looking term rate is 

required e.g. trade finance”. The response from BOT clearly states that “Adjusted THBFIX 

will not be able to serve contracts/ products which require a forward looking term rate. 

Market participants would switch to more suitable reference rates. In the future a forward 

looking term rate fixed from THOR overnight interest rate swap (OIS) could be considered 

as another option, depending on the success of its current development plan ” (BOT, July 

2020).  BOT (August, 2020) provides the details on the computation methodology to be 

adopted for Fallback THBFIX, linking it to SOFR in arrears.  It states that the latest available 

Fallback SOFR record date from Bloomberg’s publication for each tenor (fallback SOFR is 

an all-in rate which includes fixed spread adjustment) would be used as substitute for USD 

Interest Rate. 

In India, the benchmark FBIL-MIFOR would be impacted by the transition of LIBOR to a 

new IBOR. Nath et. al. (2018) is one of the first papers that traces the design and 

development of the MIFOR benchmark calculation and the validation of the rates that are 

derived from the forward premium and LIBOR rates. It discusses in detail the calculation 

methodology covering, the minimum selection criteria, outlier criteria, fallback system in 

the absence of traded rates etc. The month-end forward premia rates are computed from 

the respective spot-forward pairs.  The rolling forward premia rate is traded/interpolated 

from the corresponding two month-end rates and the rupee forward premia from the 

relevant forward premia rate and the Spot rate for the day.  The FBIL (2020) has 

highlighted the concerns that would be faced with the computation of MIFOR in the event 

of LIBOR transition. 
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In this study, we attempt to look at the details on how the LIBOR transition would impact 

the computation of MIFOR rates by providing an in-depth analysis of the computation 

methodology of the Fallback Rate, the various alternatives that can be used to compute 

corresponding MIFOR curve and the issues associated with the fall back mechanism 

especially when the benchmark has to combine a forward-looking underlying currency 

premia with a adjusted SOFR rate compounded in arrears.  

3. DATA  
The FBIL MIFOR curve is currently published for 6 tenors namely, overnight, 1 month, 2 

month, 3 months, 6 months and 12 months and was launched in April 2018. Two datasets 

were created for the purpose of this study. The first database encompasses the inputs that 

are required to compute the MIFOR Curve from the period of April 2018 (benchmark 

launch date) to July 2020. These inputs include the FBIL Forward Premia curve which has 

been sourced from FBIL, the USD LIBOR rates which have been sourced from the Federal 

Reserve Economic Data (FRED) and the SOFR Rate has been obtained from Refinitiv (RIC- 

USDSOFR=).  

The second dataset consists of a historical series of the inputs that are used for computing 

the Fallback Rate defined by the ISDA IBOR Fallback methodology for the legacy contracts 

and for new contracts. The all-in-Fallback Rate that compares directly with current LIBOR, 

is the sum of two components- the Adjusted SOFR, which is the SOFR compounding in 

arrears and the spread adjustment value which is computed as the median of a historical 

difference of the LIBOR for the applicable tenor over the Adjusted SOFR for the same tenor. 

The historical series of the Adjusted SOFR, the spread adjustment and the Fallback Rate 

were independently estimated from August 2009 to July 2020 by the authors and was 

compared with that available on the Bloomberg Terminal. For new contracts, most 

alternatives under consideration suggest the use of the Adjusted SOFR to accordingly 

compute Modified MIFOR.  

4. ALTERNATE MODELS FOR MIFOR COMPUTATION POST LIBOR 

CESSATION 
This section explores alternative ways of computing the adjusted and modified MIFOR 

curve by revisiting the selection of the Forward Premia rate that could be used in the 

computation given that the Fallback Rate would be compounded in arrears. The first 

method discussed here includes the use of the fallback rate as proposed by ISDA / 

Bloomberg. In addition, alternative methods to compute the Fallback Rate are also 

examined. 
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A Fallback rate is an adjusted version of the alternative reference rate that has been 

identified by the respective Working Group in each jurisdiction, as an alternative to the 

respective IBOR. In case of USD LIBOR, SOFR has been identified as the alternative 

reference rate.  ISDA has appointed Bloomberg to calculate and distribute the Fallback 

Rates for IBORs such as LIBOR. In case of USD LIBOR, Bloomberg would be publishing the 

Adjusted Reference Rate, the Spread Adjustment and the All-in Fallback Rate: 

(a)  The Adjusted Reference Rate (ARR): The ARR represents the SOFR rate compounded in 

arrears for the applicable LIBOR tenor. 

(b) The Spread Adjustment: The spread adjustment is the Median spread between the 

LIBOR and ARR for a 5 year history starting 1 day prior to cessation event. 

(c) The All-in Fallback Rate is the sum of the ARR and the Spread Adjustment. 

4.1. Method 1: Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward 

Premia Rate using the Fallback Rate Proposed by ISDA/Bloomberg  

 

To compute the MIFOR curve under Method 1, the Rate Record Date of the All-in Fallback 

Rate was mapped with the Trade date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate. This is illustrated 

in Table (2) by way of a step-wise calculation for the 1-month FBIL MIFOR as on 27-01-

2020: 

Step 1: Identification of the Relevant Dates for the FBIL MIFOR Curve:  

Table 2 highlights the applicable dates associated with the FBIL Forward Premia Curve and 

the LIBOR Fallback Rate to be used in the Adjusted FBIL MIFOR Curve computation. 
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Step 2: Computation of the Adjusted SOFR: 

The Adjusted SOFR would be computed by compounding the SOFR rates (Table 3) for a 

period starting from the Accrual Start Date of 27-01-2020 and ending at the Accrual End 

Date of 27-02-20201, as: 

 
 

𝐴𝑅𝑅1,𝑡 =
360

360
 ×

1

(27/02/20 − 27/01/20)/360
 

× [(1 +
1

360
 × 1.5300%) (1 +

1

360
 × 1.5300%) … (1 +

1

360
 × 1.5800%) − 1]

= 𝟏. 𝟓𝟖𝟏𝟎𝟏% 

 

Step 3: Computation of the Spread Adjustment Value: 

To compute the Spread Adjustment, the applicable tenor plus 2 business days is subtracted 

from the Rate Record Date. For the Rate Record Date of 27-01-2020, this date would be the 

                                                           
1
 The SOFR rate for 27-02-2020 will not be used for compounding in the ARR formula. 
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24-12-2019 (since 25-12-2019 is a holiday). A 5 year period is considered starting from 24-

12-2014 to 24-12-2019. During this 5 year period, the median of the daily spread between 

the LIBOR and ARR is estimated. The Spread Adjustment for the Rate Record Date of 27-01-

2020 was computed as 0.09868% (Table 4). 

 

Step 4: Computation of the All-in Fallback Rate: 

The All in Fallback Rate (Table 5) is the sum of the ARR and the Spread Adjustment, which 

is equal to 1.67969% (1.5810+0.09868). 

 

 
Step 5: Computation of the Adjusted MIFOR Curve 

The Adjusted MIFOR Curve can be computed using the Fallback Rate as: 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝐼𝐹𝑂𝑅27/01/20

= [(1 + 𝐴𝑙𝑙 𝑖𝑛 𝐹𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 ×
𝑁

36000
) × (1 + 𝑅𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑎 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 ×

𝑁

36500
)

− 1]  ×
365

𝑁
 

where 
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• 𝐴𝑙𝑙 𝑖𝑛 𝐹𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 is for the Rate Record Date of 27/01/20 and Fallback Observation 

Date of 27/02/20 

• 𝑅𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑎 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 is for the Trade Date of 27/01/20 (Spot Value Date of 

29/01/20) and Settlement Date of 28/02/20. 

• N is the number of days from Forward Premia Settlement Date to Spot Value Date. 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝐼𝐹𝑂𝑅27/01/20 

= [(1 + 1.67969 ×
28/02/20 −  29/01/20

36000
)

× (1 + 3.5843 ×
28/02/20 −  29/01/20

36500
) − 1]  ×

365

28/02/20 −  29/01/20
 

=  5.2923% 

  

In case of the 1 month MIFOR for 27/01/2020, the Forward Premia Rate for the Trade date 

of 27/01/2020 has a spot settlement date of 29/01/2020 and a forward settlement date of 

28/02/2020. The FBIL forward premia rate would be known as on 27/01/2020. The All-in 

Fallback Rate for the Rate Record Date of 27/01/2020 would be known on the Fallback 

Observation Date (FOD) which falls on the (or after) the Accrual End Date of 27/02/2020. 

Accordingly, the 1 month Adjusted FBIL MIFOR for the 27/01/2020 would be published on 

(or after) 27/02/2020. The Timeline for this example is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Step 6: Computation of the Modified MIFOR Curve 

The Modified MIFOR Curve can be computed using the Adjusted SOFR as: 

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝐼𝐹𝑂𝑅27/01/20

= [(1 + 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑅 ×
𝑁

36000
) × (1 + 𝑅𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑎 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 ×

𝑁

36500
)

− 1]  ×
365

𝑁
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where 

• 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑅  is for the Rate Record Date of 27/01/20 and Fallback Observation Date 

of 27/02/20 

• 𝑅𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐹𝑜𝑟𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑚𝑖𝑎 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 is for the Trade Date of 27/01/20 (Spot Value Date of 

29/01/20) and Settlement Date of 28/02/20. 

• N is the number of days from Forward Premia Settlement Date to Spot Value Date. 

 

𝑀𝑜𝑑𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑒𝑑 𝑀𝐼𝐹𝑂𝑅27/01/20 

= [(1 + 1.58101 ×
28/02/20 −  29/01/20

36000
)

× (1 + 3.5843 ×
28/02/20 −  29/01/20

36500
) − 1]  ×

365

28/02/20 −  29/01/20
 

=  5.9120% 

4.2. Method 2: MIFOR Computation by Mapping the Spot Value Date of the Forward 

Premia Rate To The Rate Record Date Associated With The Fallback Rate 

In this method, the Rate Record Date of the All-in Fallback Rate was mapped with the spot 

value date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate. The same is illustrated by considering the 

example of the 1 month MIFOR for 27/01/2020. The Forward Premia Rate for the Trade 

date of 27/01/2020 has a spot settlement date of 29/01/2020 and a forward settlement 

date of 28/02/2020. This forward premia rate is known as on 27/01/2020 itself. The All-in 

Fallback Rate for the Rate Record Date of 29/01/2020 would be known on the Fallback 

Observation date which falls on the (or after) the Accrual End Date of 28/02/2020. 

Accordingly, the 1 month MIFOR for the 27/01/2020 would be published on (or after) 

28/02/2020. The Timeline for this example is illustrated in Figure 2$. 

                                                           
$
 It is pertinent to note that the Forward Premia Settlement Date would be adjusted for USD and INR holidays 

while the Accrual End Date would be adjusted for USD holidays. Hence the Forward Premia Settlement Date may 
not always be the same as the Accrual End Date, as depicted in the illustration. 
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This method would help in better alignment of the Forward tenor to the SOFR 

compounding period. However, it would result in the dissemination of the 1 month MIFOR 

being extended by 1 to 2 additional business days.  

4.3. Method 3: MIFOR Computation By Mapping The Trade Date Of The Forward 

Premia Rate To Accrual End Date Associated With The Fallback Rate 

In this method, the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate was mapped to the Accrual 

End date of the All-in Fallback Rate. This method is built on the premise that floating rate 

linked instruments such as floating rate bond or loans have the floating-leg interest rate set 

and known at the beginning of the term of the contract or at each reset date. This rate 

decided on each reset date is applicable until the next reset date. The same is illustrated by 

considering the example of the 1 month MIFOR for 28/02/2020. The Forward Premia Rate 

for the Trade date of 28/02/2020 has a forward settlement date of 03/04/2020. This 

forward premia rate is known as on 28/02/2020 itself. The All-in Fallback Rate for the Rate 

Record Date of 29/01/2020 would be known on the Fallback Observation date which falls 

on the (or after) the Accrual End Date of 28/02/2020. Accordingly, the 1 month MIFOR for 

the 28/02/2020 would be published on (or after) 28/02/2020. The Timeline for this 

example is illustrated in Figure 3$:  

                                                           
$
 It is pertinent to note that the Forward Premia Settlement Date would be adjusted for USD and INR holidays 

while the Accrual End Date would be adjusted for USD holidays. Hence the Forward Premia Settlement Date may 
not always be the same as the Accrual End Date, as depicted in the illustration. 
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While computing the MIFOR rate using this method, instances were observed wherein the 

Accrual End Date was the same for two consecutive Rate Record Dates. Accordingly, the 

Forward Premia Rate associated with the Accrual End Date had to be repeated. The 

Fallback Rate for such instances would be unique, resulting in a unique MIFOR Rate.  This is 

illustrated for the Rate Record Dates of 06-04-18 and 09-04-18 both of which have the 

same Accrual End Date of 09-10-18 (as 08-10-18 was a SOFR Holiday). Accordingly, the 

Forward Premia for the Trade Date of 09-10-18 would have to be repeated for these two 

days. For the purpose of this illustration, the MIFOR computed on the first date among 

these two dates was considered (Table 6). The dates of 07-04-18 and 08-04-18 were 

Saturday and Sunday. 

 

A few instances were also observed when the Forward Premia for a given trade date could 

not be used in the computation. This is illustrated for the Trade Date of 08-10-18.  For the 

Trade Date of 08-04-18, the Accrual End Date of 05-04-18 (which is the last available 

Fallback Rate) was repeated to compute the MIFOR as on 08-10-18. 
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4.4. METHOD 4: MIFOR Computation By Mapping The Average Forward Premia Rate 

To The Rate Record Date Associated With The Fallback Rate 

In this method, the Rate Record Date of the All-in Fallback Rate was mapped with an 

average of FBIL Forward Premia Rates. The same is illustrated by considering the example 

of the 1 month MIFOR for 27/01/2020. An average of the Forward Premia Rates was 

computed for a period starting from the trade date of 27/01/2020 (and spot settlement 

date of 29/01/2020) to the trade date of 26/02/2020 (and the spot settlement date of 

28/02/2020). The average forward premia rate would be known as on the date of 

26/02/2020. The All-in Fallback Rate for the Rate Record Date of 29/01/2020 would be 

known on the Fallback Observation date which falls on the (or after) the accrual End Date 

of 28/02/2020. Accordingly, the 1 month MIFOR for the 27/01/2020 would be published 

on (or after) 28/02/2020. The Timeline for this example is illustrated in Figure 4$: 

 

Rather than using a single point estimate, this method would help in taking into account the 

Forward Premia Rates realised during the entire tenor period of 30 days.  

5. Alternative Fallback Rate based on Alternate Spread Adjustment and 

SOFR Compounding methods 
In this section, alternative methods were explored to compute the Fallback Rate to be used 

in the MIFOR Curve computation. Specifically, two issues were examined: 

1. Examining alternative measures  to compute the Spread Adjustment value 

2. Exploring the impact of compounding the Overnight SOFR inclusive of the daily Spread 

Adjustment for the tenor of the MIFOR contract. 

                                                           
$
  It is pertinent to note that the Forward Premia Settlement Date would be adjusted for USD and INR holidays 

while the Accrual End Date would be adjusted for USD holidays. Hence the Forward Premia Settlement Date may 
not always be the same as the Accrual End Date, as depicted in the illustration. 
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On these lines, the following measures were considered: 

5.1. Method a: Compounding the SOFR plus Spread Adjustment Value 

In this method, the Fallback Rate is computed by compounding both the SOFR plus the 

Spread Adjustment value as: 

 

𝐹𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑘 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒

= [(1 +
𝑡1

360
 × (𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑅𝑡1 + 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑)) (1 +

𝑡2

360
 × (𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑅𝑡2 + 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑)) … (1

+
𝑡𝑛

360
 × (𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑅𝑡𝑛 + 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑)) − 1] ×

360

tn+1 − t1 
 

where, 

 the Spread was defined as the 5 year median of the difference between the LIBOR and the 

Adjusted SOFR, computed as on the accrual start date. 

5.2. Method b: Compounding the SOFR plus Average of Max and Min Spread  

Computing the Fallback Rate based on compounding the SOFR plus the spread adjustment, 

wherein the Spread adjustment is defined as: 

 

𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 =
𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 + 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑

2
 

where 

• Spread is the difference between the LIBOR and Adjusted SOFR during a 5 year look 

back period. 

• 𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the maximum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the minimum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

 

5.3. Method c: Compounding the SOFR Plus Max and Min Spread Weighted by Count 

In this method, the Fallback Rate is computed by compounding the SOFR plus the spread 

adjustment, wherein the spread adjustment is defined as: 

 

𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = (𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 ∗ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡1 + 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 ∗ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡2) 

where 
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• Spread is the difference between the LIBOR and Adjusted SOFR during a 5 year 

lookback period. 

• 𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the maximum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the minimum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡1 is defined as the count of the all the Spreads above the average spread 

observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡2 is defined as the count of the all the Spreads below the average spread 

observed during a 5 year look back period 

5.4. Method d: Compounding the SOFR Plus Max and Min Spread Weighted by Sum 

In this method, the Fallback Rate is computed by compounding the SOFR plus the spread 

adjustment, wherein the spread adjustment is defined as: 

 

𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = (𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 ∗ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡1 + 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 ∗ 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡2) 

where 

• Spread is the difference between the LIBOR and Adjusted SOFR during a 5 year 

lookback period. 

• 𝑀𝑎𝑥 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the maximum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑀𝑖𝑛 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 is the minimum Spread observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡1 is defined as the sum of the all the Spreads above the Median spread 

observed during a 5 year look back period 

• 𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡2 is defined as the sum of the all the Spreads below the Median spread 

observed during a 5 year look back period 

5.5. Method e: Compounding the SOFR plus Average of Year-Wise Median Spreads 

In this method, the Fallback Rate is computed by compounding the SOFR plus the spread 

adjustment, wherein the spread adjustment is defined as: 

 

𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 = 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒(𝑆1, 𝑆2, 𝑆3, 𝑆4 , 𝑆5) 

where, 

• 𝑆1 to 𝑆5 are the medians of the daily spreads computed during each of the 5 years 

in the lookback period. 

• Daily Spread is the difference between the LIBOR rate and the Adjusted SOFR 
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6. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND FINDING 
This section provides detail on the Adjusted and Modified MIFOR results arrived at through 

various specifications and does a comparative analysis of the same.  

6.1. Method 1: Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward 

Premia Rate using the Fallback Rate Proposed by ISDA/Bloomberg 

In this section, the MIFOR curve was back tested using, method 1, the proposed 

methodology as defined in Section 4, by computing the fallback rate as defined by the ISDA 

IBOR fallback methodology. MIFOR curve was computed by mapping the Trade Date of the 

Forward Premia Rate to the Rate Record Date associated with the Fallback rate. Since a 

compounding in arrears setting was adopted for computing the Fallback Rate, the MIFOR 

curve using this proposed framework would be published after the accrual period as on the 

Fallback Observation Date. A comparison of the Modified MIFOR Curve computed using the 

Adjusted Reference Rate (ARR) and Adjusted MIFOR computed using the All in Fallback 

Rate is provided in Table 7.  

Table 8 presents the percentage share of the total number of days during which the 

absolute spread (in Bps) between the MIFOR Rate computed using LIBOR and the Adjusted 

MIFOR rate computed using the replacement rates falls within the specified  threshold 

bucket. For example, in case of the O/N Rate, it is seen that for around 46% of the total 

trading days considered in the sample, the absolute spread between the MIFOR computed 

using the All-in Fallback Rate  and that computed using LIBOR was less than or equal to 5 

basis points.  
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The daily series for each of the rates in consideration is provided in Figure 5.1–5.6 in the 

Annexure. It is observed that a noticeable diversion exists between the FBIL MIFOR Curve 

computed using LIBOR and both the Adjusted and Modified MIFOR for tenors beyond 3 

months. 

6.2. Method 2: Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Spot Value Date of the FBIL 

Forward Premia Rate 

Using method (2), the Rate Record date associated with the Fallback Rate was mapped to 

the Spot value date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate. The descriptive statistics of the 

MIFOR Curve using LIBOR and Adjusted and Modified MIFOR is provided in Table 9. Table 

10  presents the percentage share of the total number of days during which the absolute 

spread (in Bps), between the MIFOR computed using LIBOR and the Modified and Adjusted 

MIFOR computed using the replacement rates (ARR and All-in Fallback Rates), falls within 

the specified  threshold bucket.  
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A comparison of the daily rates in consideration is provided in Figure 6.1-6.6 in the 

Annexure. 

 

6.3. Method 3: Mapping the Trade Date of the Forward Premia Rate to Accrual End 

Date associated with the Fallback Rate 

In this method, the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate was mapped to the Accrual 

End date of the All-in Fallback Rate. This method was built on the premise that floating rate 

linked instruments such as floating rate bond or loans have the floating-leg interest rate set 

and known at the beginning of the term of the contract or at each reset date. This rate 

decided on each reset date is applicable until the next reset date. Accordingly, the Forward 

Premia Rate as on the Accrual End Date was used to compute the MIFOR Curve. The 

descriptive statistics of the MIFOR Curve using LIBOR, the Adjusted MIFOR and Modified 

MIFOR is provided in Table 11. Table 12 presents the percentage share of the total number 

of days during which the absolute spread (in Bps) between MIFOR computed using LIBOR 

and the method 3 falls within the specified threshold bucket.   
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A comparison of the daily rates in consideration is provided in Figure 7.1-7.6 in the 

Annexure. 

 

6.4. Method 4: Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Average FBIL Forward Premia 

Rate 

Rather than using a single point estimate, in this method an average of the Forward Premia 

rate, realised in the same period during which the SOFR was compounded in arrears, was 

considered in the FBIL MIFOR Curve computation. This method would help in taking into 

account the Forward Premia Rates realised during the entire tenor period of 30 days. The 

descriptive statistics of the MIFOR Curve using LIBOR and that derived from the ARR and 

the All-in Fallback Rate is provided in Table 13. 

Table 14 presents the percentage share of the total number of days during which the 

absolute spread  (in Bps) between the MIFOR computed using LIBOR and the MIFOR 

computed using the replacement rates (ARR and All-in Fallback Rates) falls within the 

specified  threshold bucket.  

Threshold Bucket O/N 1M 2M 3M 6M 12M

0 to <=5 Bps 69.94% 16.94% 6.72% 6.00% 2.73% 2.50%

>5 to <=10 Bps 18.15% 20.81% 7.87% 8.20% 8.18% 2.50%

>10 to <=20 Bps 7.18% 36.10% 35.89% 34.00% 13.18% 8.44%

>20 to <=30 Bps 2.65% 17.13% 21.88% 19.20% 18.86% 8.75%

>30 to <=40 Bps 0.38% 4.42% 22.46% 3.00% 22.27% 25.00%

>40 to <=50 Bps 0.19% 1.29% 3.26% 11.40% 10.23% 12.50%

>50 to <=75 Bps 0.76% 2.76% 1.34% 17.60% 7.95% 11.25%

>75 to <=100 Bps 0.57% 0.55% 0.58% 0.60% 16.59% 24.06%

>100 to <=200 Bps 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.00%

>200 to <=300 Bps 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

>300 Bps 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0 to <=5 Bps 46.12% 33.52% 22.07% 16.60% 3.64% 2.81%

>5 to <=10 Bps 35.16% 22.65% 14.97% 10.60% 5.00% 2.81%

>10 to <=20 Bps 13.80% 25.97% 31.48% 13.20% 5.00% 2.19%

>20 to <=30 Bps 2.46% 10.68% 19.39% 19.00% 4.09% 3.44%

>30 to <=40 Bps 0.57% 3.68% 9.40% 21.40% 12.27% 0.94%

>40 to <=50 Bps 0.38% 0.37% 0.38% 16.80% 13.64% 0.63%

>50 to <=75 Bps 0.76% 1.84% 1.15% 0.80% 49.09% 5.63%

>75 to <=100 Bps 0.57% 1.29% 0.96% 1.00% 5.00% 37.81%

>100 to <=200 Bps 0.00% 0.00% 0.19% 0.60% 2.27% 43.75%

>200 to <=300 Bps 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

>300 Bps 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Table 12: Distribution of the Absolute Spread Between MIFOR Using LIBOR and MIFOR Using Method 1

Panel A: Modified MIFOR Using the Adjusted SOFR

Panel B: Adjusted MIFOR Using the All-in Fallback Rate
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A comparison of the daily rates in consideration is provided in Figure 8.1-8.6 in the 

Annexure. It was observed that using an average of the realised forward premia rates, 

resulted in over-smoothening of the MIFOR Curve. 
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6.5. Comparison of the FBIL MIFOR with the Adjusted MIFOR and the Modified MIFOR 

for the 6-Month Tenor 

 

A detailed analysis has been carried out by computing the Adjusted MIFOR and Modified 

MIFOR for the 6-month tenor during the period from April 2018 to July 2020. The Adjusted 

MIFOR, which is computed using the All-in Fallback Rate, is proposed for legacy contracts 

while the Modified MIFOR, which is computed using the Adjusted SOFR, is proposed for 

new contracts. The 6 month MIFOR tenor has been chosen for analysis as it is a tenor often 

referenced by market participants to hedge the semi-annual cash flows arising from cross 

currency swap transactions undertaken with their clients. 

6.5.1. Computation of Adjusted MIFOR for Legacy Contracts by Mapping the Trade 

Date of Forward Premia (FP) to the Rate Record Date 

Using this Method, the 6 month MIFOR was computed from April 2018 to January 2020, 

wherein daily SOFR from February 2020 to July 2020 were used in the MIFOR computed 

for the month of January 2020. Figure 9 (in the annexure) compares the 6-month MIFOR 

using LIBOR with the Adjusted MIFOR. The Adjusted MIFOR was computed by mapping the 

Trade Date of Forward Premia with the Rate Record Date. 

The descriptive statistics for each of these series is provided in Table 15. A deviation was 

observed between the FBIL MIFOR computed using LIBOR and Adjusted MIFOR more 

prominently since October 2019. On an average, the FBIL MIFOR was found to be 6.70% 

while the Adjusted MIFOR which takes into account a historical spread adjustment was 

recorded at 6.52%.  

 

A distribution analysis of the 6-month FBIL MIFOR with the Adjusted MIFOR is provided in 

Table 16.  
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A correlation matrix of the FBIL MIFOR using LIBOR with Adjusted MIFOR (Table 17), 

suggests a significant correlation (above 0.90) between the two series in consideration.  

  

Table 18 provides the descriptive statistics of the spread of the FBIL MIFOR (using LIBOR) 

over the Adjusted MIFOR for the period in consideration. It was observed that Adjusted 

MIFOR was on an average approximately 18 bps lower than the FBIL MIFOR computed 

using LIBOR.   

 

A two-sample T-Test was further conducted between the FBIL MIFOR and the Adjusted 

MIFOR (presented in Table 19). 
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It was observed that the test for equality of variances, as indicated by the Folded F stat, was 

rejected suggesting that the variance of the FBIL MIFOR was significantly different from the 

variance of the Adjusted MIFOR. It was further observed that the difference in the Means 

under the assumption of unequal variances was found to be statistically different from 0.  

Given the noticeable difference, possible reasons for the divergence between the FBIL 

MIFOR using LIBOR and the Adjusted MIFOR were explored. The reasons for the 

divergence are highlighted as follows: 

 Difference between the LIBOR and Adjusted SOFR:  Figure 11 compares the 

monthly average rate of the LIBOR with that of the Adjusted SOFR. A significant 

divergence between the monthly average LIBOR and monthly average rate of the 

Adjusted SOFR was observed more prominently since October 2019. 

 Difference between the Historical Spread Adjustment Value and the Realized 

Spread of LIBOR over Adjusted SOFR: Figure 12 highlights that, on a monthly 

average basis, the spread adjustment value (which is the 5-year historical median 

between the LIBOR and the Adjusted SOFR) has remained largely constant in the range 

of 0.31% to 0.34% throughout the period in consideration. The Realized spread, defined 

as the difference between LIBOR and Adjusted SOFR during the current months, 

however has widened more prominently since October 2019. 

A comparison of the rates on a daily basis, concurs with the results from the month average 

basis, wherein that the historical 5 year spread is not always in sync with the realized 
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spread, specifically during times of a sharp rise or drop in the interest rates . Since October 

2019, the spread between the LIBOR rates and the 6M Adjusted SOFR rate prominently 

widened but the Median Spread used for computing the Fallback rate and in turn the 

Adjusted MIFOR remained largely constant. Additionally, the Adjusted SOFR rates 

computed since late October 2019, being compounded in Arrears, reflected the drop in the 

O/N SOFR rate (in March 2020) but the LIBOR, did not capture the same until March 2020. 

Post LIBOR cessation, since the Spread Adjustment would remain as a constant figure, this 

could be a concern while using the fallback rate. A comparison of the USD LIBOR rate with 

the Fallback rate along with the sub-components computed using the ISDA methodology is 

provided in Figure 13. 

 

6.5.2. Computation of Modified MIFOR for New Contracts by Mapping the Trade Date 

of Forward Premia (FP) to Accrual End Date  

Using this Method, the rates were computed from October 2018 to July 2020, wherein the 

SOFR rates from April 2018 to September 2018 are used in the MIFOR computed for the 

month of October 2018. Figure 10 compares the Modified MIFOR, which are computed by 

mapping the Trade Date of Forward Premia with the Accrual End Date, with the 6-month 

FBIL MIFOR using LIBOR. 

The descriptive statistics for each of these series is provided in Table 20. A deviation was 

also observed between the FBIL MIFOR computed using LIBOR and Modified MIFOR. On an 

average, the FBIL MIFOR was found to be 6.15% while the Modified MIFOR, which is 

computed from compounding the SOFR for the given tenor without any spread adjustment, 

was recorded at 6.12%.  

 

A distribution analysis of the 6-month MIFOR in each case is provided in Table 21.  
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A correlation matrix of the FBIL MIFOR using LIBOR with the Modified MIFOR (Table 22), 

suggests a high correlation (above 0.88) between the two series in consideration.  

 

Table 23 provides the descriptive statistics of the spread of the FBIL MIFOR (using LIBOR) 

over the Modified MIFOR for the period in consideration. It was observed that the Modified 

MIFOR, which does not take into account a spread adjustment, was higher than the FBIL 

MIFOR by around 3 bps.  

 

A two-sample T-Test conducted between the FBIL MIFOR and Modified MIFOR is presented 

in Table 24. While the difference in the variance of the FBIL MIFOR with that of the 

Modified MIFOR was observed, the difference between the Means of the two series was not 

found to be significantly different from 0. 
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6.6. Alternative Methods Considered for Computing the Fallback Rates 

post LIBOR cessation 
In this section, alternative versions of the Fallback rate were explored to analyze the 

impact of the same on the MIFOR curve. Specifically, the following series were computed 

and compared: 

a) Fallback Rate as defined by ISDA/Bloomberg IBOR methodology (defined as M1) 

b) Fallback Rate based on compounding both the SOFR plus the Spread Adjustment 

(defined as M2) 

c) Fallback Rate based on compounding the SOFR plus (Max Spread+Min Spread/2) where 

Max and Min spread is arrived at from the 5 year lookback period  (defined as M3). 

d) Fallback Rate by compounding the SOFR plus (Max*weigh1t+Min*weight2)  where the 

weight1 and weight2  were defined as the Count of the spreads above the average 

spread and that  below the average spread as a percentage of the total count  (defined 

as M4). 

e) Fallback Rate based on compounding the SOFR plus (Max*weigh1t+Min*weight2)  

where the weight1 and weight2  were defined as the Sum of the spreads above the 

median and that below the median as a percentage of the total sum  (defined as M5). 

f) Fallback Rate based on the compounding the SOFR plus the average of year-wise 

medians (defined as M6). 
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A comparison of the descriptive statistics for each of the series with the 6M LIBOR rate is 

provided in Table 25. 

 

Figure 14 compares the alternative fallback rates computed from the Median based spread 

measures while Figure 15 depicts the Fallback rate computed from spreads estimated 

using a Maximum and Minimum weighted scheme.  It was observed that the Fallback Rates 

computed using a Median Based spread measure were found to be more stable as 

compared to the Fallback Rates computed using the Maximum spread and Minimum spread 

based weighting scheme. 

The 6-month MIFOR was computed by using each of the Fallback rates estimated above 

along with the Forward Premia rate wherein the Trade Date of forward premia mapped to 

the Rate Record Date (Method 1). The descriptive statistics of the 6-month MIFOR using 

LIBOR and the MIFOR computed using the alternative Fallback rates is provided in Table 

26. 
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A comparison of 6-month MIFOR under each of these methods along with the FBIL MIFOR 

(using LIBOR) is provided in Figure 16 and Figure 17 respectively. 

7. CONCLUSION 
 

LIBOR transition and its impact on the Indian markets benchmark rate FBIL-MIFOR was 

the central theme of this paper. It discussed the details from the perspective of calculation 

of the rate with the proposed fallback rate and the possible alternate methods to compute 

MIFOR curve. Back-testing the data with these alternate methods puts forth multiple 

questions (a) How do we address the difference between MIFOR Curve using LIBOR and 

that using the proposed Fallback rate, which increases with an increase in tenor especially 

beyond 3 months. (b) What would be the appropriate forward premia rate to be selected in 

computing the MIFOR curve using the fallback rate (c) What are the alternate specification 

for computing the Fallback rate by using the adjusted SOFR compounded in arrears and a 

fixed spread. In this paper, various alternate specifications are discussed that would 

possibly account for the increasing difference between existing and proposed MIFOR rates 

for the higher tenors.  This could be due to the need to compound the daily risk component. 

The larger concern that the forward term rate quoted in Indian markets are at the 

beginning of the period and the proposed Fall back rate is in arrears still remains. 

In this study, we observe a noticeable diversion between the FBIL MIFOR Curve computed 

using LIBOR and the MIFOR computed using the replacement rates of Adjusted SOFR as 

well as the Fallback Rate for tenors beyond 3 months. The analysis further revealed that 

using a forward rate as a single point estimate rather an average rate realised during the 

forward tenor period, would serve as a better option at the time of computing the FBIL 

MIFOR Curve using the Fallback rate. 

An analysis was carried out for the 6 month MIFOR for a period from April 2018 to July 

2020 by comparing the MIFOR computed using LIBOR, the MIFOR by mapping the forward 

premia trade date to fallback rate record date (backward-looking) and the MIFOR by 

mapping forward premia trade date to accrual end date (forward-looking). The MIFOR 

with a backward-looking Forward Premia Rate rather than a forward-looking Forward 

Premia rate appeared to provide for a better approximation of the existing MIFOR curve. 

Alternative fallback rates were computed from the Median based spread adjustment 

measures as well as spreads adjustment measures estimated using a Maximum and 

Minimum weighted scheme. It was observed that the Fallback Rates computed using a 

Median Based spread measure were found to be more stable as compared to the Fallback 

Rates computed using the Maximum spread and Minimum spread based weighting scheme.  
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There are market suggestions to have an process for publishing a forward looking term 

SOFR rate by 2021 if there is sufficient liquidity in SOFR derivatives market 

(Wynman,2020). Other markets have also considered using a domestic interest rate as a 

replacement to the fallback rate in the long run. These issues remain a notable area for 

future research work. 
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Additional Resources 

1. An excel worksheet illustrating the calculation of the Fallback rate and the Adjusted 

MIFOR is provided in the following link: 
https://www.ccilindia.com/Research/Lists/CCILKnowledgeCenter/Attachments/48/MIFOR%20Calcu

lations_2018.xlsx 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ccilindia.com/Research/Lists/CCILKnowledgeCenter/Attachments/48/MIFOR%20Calculations_2018.xlsx
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Annexure 
Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate 

using the Fallback Rate Proposed by ISDA/Bloomberg 
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Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Value Date of the FBIL Forward Premia Rate  
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Mapping Accrual End Date of the Fallback Rate to the Trade Date of the FBIL Forward 

Premia Rate  
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Mapping the Rate Record Date to the Average FBIL Forward Premia Rate  
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