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Decision date and information cutoff: July 30, 2026
Decision scope: Post-close integration architecture for ICE and MarketAxess fixed-income
products
Case convention: The acquisition is pending and subject to approvals. The classroom
assignment is hypothetical and conditional on closing; it is not a disclosed ICE plan. No
post-cutoff events or outcomes are included.

The decision
On July 30, 2026, Intercontinental Exchange (ICE) announced a definitive agreement to acquire
MarketAxess, an electronic fixed-income trading platform. ICE described the combination as a
way to connect MarketAxess’s institutional investor and broker-dealer network with ICE’s retail
and wealth bond trading, fixed-income data, analytics and indices. Its stated ambition was a
single ecosystem spanning price discovery, execution and post-trade services. These expected
customer and market benefits are management’s thesis, not observed results. [1]

The boards of both companies had approved the agreement, but the transaction had not closed.
It remained subject to MarketAxess shareholder approval, regulatory clearances and customary
conditions; the companies expected a first-half 2027 close. [1, 2]

Assignment: Assume the transaction closes as announced. Advise ICE on the integration
architecture and sequence that should follow. Should ICE prioritize (A) a unified cross-product
workflow, connecting data, analytics and execution across participant groups; (B) modular,
interoperable products that preserve distinct venues, access rules and liquidity protocols; or (C)
a staged approach that integrates selected layers only when customer and market-quality
evidence supports it? Choose a lead principle, specify what should be shared and what should
remain distinct, and define two or three evidence gates that could accelerate, redirect or pause
integration.

The decision is about how to integrate the platforms after a hypothetical close-not whether to
approve the pending acquisition. No internal plan, customer migration map, integration budget
or private management discussion is represented. Do not assume that putting customers into
one interface automatically consolidates liquidity or that preserving separate products
necessarily prevents data sharing.
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What ICE says the combination could do
ICE’s announcement characterized fixed-income markets as fragmented, opaque and more
manual than other asset classes. It said a combined platform could serve institutional and retail
participants through expanded protocols, richer price discovery and analytics, execution and
post-trade tools. ICE also said the transaction would be financed entirely with new debt,
expected $100 million of annual run-rate expense synergies within three years, and expected
first-full-year adjusted EPS accretion. The announcement gave a pro forma beginning gross
leverage assumption of 3.4x and a goal of returning to 3.0x or below within 18-24 months after
close. These are transaction terms, company estimates and targets-not realized integration or
customer results. [1]

Exhibit 1. Announced deal and integration thesis

Item Announced information on July
30, 2026

Transaction $167 per MarketAxess share in
cash; approximately $6.0
billion equity value and $5.7
billion enterprise value

Status Board-approved; pending
MarketAxess shareholder and
regulatory approvals

Expected close First half of 2027, subject to
approvals and customary
conditions

Financing ICE said cash consideration
would be financed with newly
issued debt

Expense synergies $100 million annual run-rate,
expected within three years
after close

Stated strategic combination MarketAxess institutional
network plus ICE retail/wealth
bond trading, data, indices and
analytics

ICE stated ambition One workflow spanning
pre-trade analytics,
multi-protocol execution and
post-trade data and tools

Source: ICE’s transaction announcement and Q2 Form 10-Q. Synergies and accretion are
forward-looking company expectations. [1, 2]
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Two platforms with different participants and protocols
ICE already reported three business segments: Exchanges; Fixed Income and Data Services;
and Mortgage Technology. Its Fixed Income and Data Services portfolio includes execution, CDS
clearing, fixed-income data and analytics, indices, and data/network technology. For the second
quarter of 2026, ICE reported $645 million of segment revenue, including $333 million from
fixed-income data and analytics, $198 million from data/network technology, and $31 million
from fixed-income execution. The segment’s recurring revenue was $531 million. These
company-wide figures provide context; they do not include MarketAxess or identify customer
overlap. [2]

MarketAxess serves institutional investors and broker-dealers across fixed-income products and
regions. It describes a set of trading protocols, automation and analytics, with Open Trading at
the center of an anonymous all-to-all liquidity network. The company reported more than 2,100
active client firms at year-end 2025 and over 1,000 liquidity providers on Open Trading. These
are MarketAxess company figures and do not show how much of this network overlaps with
ICE’s current users. [3]

MarketAxess’s disclosed request-for-quote (RFQ) protocol lets a customer request responses
from selected dealers. The customer and dealer transact directly. Open Trading expands the
potential counterparties and operates anonymously; certain Open Trading arrangements use
matched-principal trading. The distinction matters: bringing analytics or workflow tools together
does not necessarily mean customer identities, orders or risk should be combined in the same
way across every protocol. [3]
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Exhibit 2. Selected pre-deal evidence

Business or measure Q2 2026 evidence available by cutoff Interpretation limit

ICE Fixed Income and Data Services
revenue

$645 million, +8% year over year Does not include MarketAxess or
establish product overlap

ICE fixed-income data and analytics $333 million, +9% Does not isolate any
combination-related benefit

ICE data and network technology $198 million, +11% Growth may reflect existing products
and customer activity

MarketAxess total revenue $218.4 million, relatively flat year
over year

Prior period benefited from
event-driven volatility

MarketAxess U.S. credit commissions Down 9% year over year One-quarter comparison; market
conditions and product mix matter

MarketAxess emerging-markets
commissions

Up 6% year over year Not a forecast of durable growth

MarketAxess services revenue $31.5 million, +14%, a record Company-reported product category,
not proof of integration value

MarketAxess client-initiated block
ADV

Up 11% Trading volume is not by itself client
economics

MarketAxess portfolio-trading ADV $2.0 billion, up 33%, a record Activity varies by protocol, market
and instrument

MarketAxess dealer-initiated ADV Down 3% Different channels may have different
drivers

Sources: ICE Q2 Form 10-Q and MarketAxess Q2 results release, both available July 30, 2026.
MarketAxess reported lower market volatility than the prior-year quarter. No figures above
measure a combined platform. [2, 4]

The integration choice

A. Prioritize a unified cross-product workflow

Build a connected experience in which customers can use ICE and MarketAxess data and
analytics to discover prices and liquidity, execute through suitable protocols, and access
post-trade information and tools. A common interface and data layer might reduce handoffs,
make more information useful across workflows, and connect customers who participate in
different product areas.

The strongest case for this path is the potential complementarity ICE described: its data, indices
and retail/wealth capabilities could extend MarketAxess’s institutional network and electronic
execution. The main risk is assuming that a common product surface creates a common
liquidity pool. Different customers, instruments and orders may require different access,
anonymity, execution and information controls. Consolidating too quickly could unsettle trusted
workflows or expose sensitive information.
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B. Preserve modular and interoperable venues

Keep institutional, dealer, retail and wealth products differentiated, while providing controlled
interfaces, shared data services where customers consent, and optional cross-platform tools.
This could protect protocol fit and customer choice, while allowing ICE to connect useful
complements without requiring wholesale workflow migration.

The strongest case is that fixed-income trading needs vary substantially by instrument, trade
size, liquidity and information sensitivity. Distinct protocols may carry useful differences in
anonymity, counterparty selection or execution. The risk is that an overly modular architecture
retains duplicate costs, fragments data, and slows the benefits that ICE says depend on a more
connected platform.

C. Stage integration around specific use cases

Connect selected data, analytics or post-trade workflows first. Keep execution protocols and
access controls distinct until customer and market-quality evidence supports broader
integration. An initial stage could test a workflow for a defined product and customer group,
with a comparison to existing routes.

A staged approach limits the scope of early changes and can reveal where integration creates
value. It can also prolong complexity and miss network benefits if the pilots are too narrow.
“Stage it” is not a complete recommendation: identify the first customer job, common layer,
boundaries, sequence and condition for expansion or pause.

What the research suggests-and what it cannot settle
O’Hara and Zhou studied U.S. corporate-bond trading using MarketAxess transactions matched
with regulatory TRACE records from 2010 through 2017. Electronic trading remained below 14%
of total trading volume by the sample’s end, yet greater electronic activity was associated with
lower transaction costs in electronic and voice trading. The authors also found that electronic
trading was concentrated in smaller trades and less robust during bond downgrades; larger,
information-sensitive trades often remained in voice channels. This evidence supports the
possibility that protocols can complement one another, and cautions against assuming one
execution path suits every bond or market condition. It predates the current product set and
does not measure ICE ownership or integration. [5]

Chen and Duffie’s theoretical model finds that splitting trades across venues can lower depth at
each venue while improving overall allocation and the joint information in prices, under the
model’s assumptions. They explicitly exclude exchange competition, fees and some fast-trading
effects, and do not recommend a policy. Their work challenges the assumption that
consolidation necessarily maximizes efficiency; it does not establish that ICE should preserve
any particular MarketAxess protocol. [6]

The two studies point toward different questions, not a predetermined answer. Electronic
access can affect execution beyond the electronic channel; venue fragmentation can also have
allocative benefits under specific conditions. Neither provides a coefficient for this transaction, a
target level of integration, or a rule for combining institutional and retail systems.

Recommendation
Choose an integration principle and explain how ICE should apply it by participant and protocol.
Specify:
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1. Which data, analytics, identity/access controls, and post-trade functions should become
common.

2. Which trading routes should remain distinct or optional, and why.

3. How ICE should protect anonymity, confidentiality, customer choice, resilience and neutrality.

4. Which evidence should justify expanding, revising or pausing integration.

Any pilot size, time horizon, investment allocation, or performance threshold is a classroom
assumption. The acquisition remains pending at the cutoff; all synergy and accretion estimates
remain company expectations. The public record does not establish an optimal integration
model or quantify customer overlap and platform-specific market quality.
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Discussion questions
1. Which parts of ICE and MarketAxess are true complements, and which may depend on

distinct protocols, customer relationships or competitive positioning?

2. Should ICE prioritize a unified workflow, modular interoperability or a staged combination?
What is the strongest objection to your choice?

3. How should differences between disclosed RFQ and anonymous all-to-all trading affect data
access and workflow design?

4. What measures would show that integration improves execution quality, liquidity access or
client experience rather than simply shifting volume?

5. What evidence would justify making the next layer common-or keeping it separate?
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The information cutoff is July 30, 2026. No post-cutoff transaction, regulatory or operating
outcome is included. ICE’s projected $100 million annual run-rate expense synergies and
adjusted-EPS accretion are not realized results. No financial case or Excel workbook is included.
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