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TABLE 1—RULE 18f-3 PRA ESTIMATES

Internal annual Internal time costs

burden

Wage rate !

Estimates for Rule 18f—3

6 hours3.
0.5 responses 3.

Prepare and approve a written 18f-3 planZ2 ..
Average number of responses annually per

registrant.
Total number of hours per registrant per 3 hours® ............ $744 (in-house attor- $12,186 (fund board $1,333,248 (in-house attor-
year4. ney). of directors) 6. ney), $10,918,656
(board of directors).”
Total number of registrants ...........cccocceeveenen. 896 4.

Total annual hour burden 2,688 hours 5 $12,251,904.8

Notes:

1. To calculate the occupational hourly rates used in this release, the Commission uses occupational mean hourly wage data from the Occu-
pational Employment and Wage Statistics (OEWS) program of the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) for “Securities, Commodity Contracts, and
Other Financial Investments and Related Activities” (NAICS 523). See Occupational Employment and Wage Statistics, U.S. BUREAU OF
LABOR STATISTICS, https://www.bls.gov/oes/; see also Standard Occupational Classification, U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, https:/
www.bls.gov/soc/ (describing occupational classification system used by BLS); EXEC. OFF. OF THE PRESIDENT, OFF. OF MGMT. & BUDGET,
NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM (2022), available at https.//www.census.gov/naics/reference_files tools/2022
NAICS Manual.pdf (describing the industry classification system used by BLS and other agencies). The mean hourly wage for each occupation
is adjusted for changes in the seasonally adjusted employment cost index for private wages and salaries between the data reference period and
when the data are released by BLS. See Employment Cost Index, U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, htips://www.bls.gov/eci/. The ad-
justed mean hourly wage is then multiplied by a factor that accounts for nonwage costs borne by employers, such as bonuses, benefits, and
overhead. This factor is calculated as an average over the 10 most recently available years of data of the ratio of the Bureau of Economic
Analysis’s annual gross output data for NAICS 523 to total annual wages across all occupations for NAICS 523 in the OEWS data. See Gross
Output by Industry, U.S. BUREAU OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS, https://www.bea.gov/data/industries/gross-output-by-industry; Occupational Em-
ployment and Wage Statistics, U.S. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, https://www.bls.gov/oes/. The final product is the occupational hourly
rate. See generally UPDATED METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING OCCUPATIONAL HOURLY RATES (Dec. 19, 2025), available at https://

www.sec.goV/files/method-occupational-hourly-rates.pdf.
2. The Commission estimates that each registrant prepares and approves a rule 18f-3 plan every two years when issuing a new fund or fund
class or amending a plan (or that 448 of all 896 registrants prepare and approve a plan each year).
3. This estimate assumes that each response will take 6 hours, requiring 3 hours per registrant per year (0.5 responses per registrant x 6

hours per response = 3 hours per registrant).

4. The Commission estimates that there are approximately 6,221 multiple class funds offered by 896 registrants.

5. 896 registrants x 3 hours = 2,688 hours.

6. To estimate the $12,186 hourly rate for a fund board of directors, Commission staff used an occupational hourly rate of $1,354 for Chief Ex-
ecutives to estimate the hourly rate for a single director and assumed an average of 9 directors per board.

7. This estimate assumes that two-thirds (1,792) of the internal hours are spent by in-house attorneys to prepare the plan (1,792 hours x $744
estimated hourly rate = $1,333,248 per year) and that one-third (896) are spent by the fund’s board of directors to approve the plan (896 hours x

$12,186 per hour = $10,918,656).

8. $1,333,248 + $10,918,656 = $12,251,904.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
Control Number.

Written comments are invited on: (a)
whether this proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the SEC,
including whether the information will
have practical utility; (b) the accuracy of
the SEC’s estimate of the burden
imposed by the proposed collection of
information, including the validity of
the methodology and the assumptions
used; (c) ways to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and (d) ways to minimize
the burden of the collection of
information on respondents, including
through the use of automated, electronic
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology.

Please direct your written comments
on this 60-Day Collection Notice to
Austin Gerig, Director/Chief Data
Officer, Securities and Exchange
Commission, c/o Tanya Ruttenberg via

email to PaperworkReductionAct@

sec.gov by November 30, 2026.
Dated: September 29, 2026.

Sherry R. Haywood,

Assistant Secretary.

[FR Doc. 2026-20148 Filed 9-30-26; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 8011-01-P

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[Release No. 34-106516; File No. SR—
CMESC-2026-006]

Self-Regulatory Organizations; CME
Securities Clearing Inc.; Order
Approving Proposed Rule Change To
amend the CMESC Stress Testing &
Guaranty Fund Sizing Policy and
Proposed Amendments to Rule 402(b)

September 28, 2026.

I. Introduction

On August 6, 2026, CME Securities
Clearing Inc. (“CMESC”) filed with the
Securities and Exchange Commission
(“Commission”) proposed rule change

SR—-CMESC-2026-006 (‘“‘Proposed Rule
Change”), pursuant to Section 19(b)(1)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
(the “Exchange Act”’)® and Rule 19b—4 2
thereunder. The Proposed Rule Change
would amend the CMESC Stress Testing
& Guaranty Fund Sizing Policy (or the
“Policy”) 3 and amend Rule 402(b) of
the CMESC Rulebook (“CMESC
Rules”). The proposed rule change was
published for comment in the Federal
Register on August 18, 2026.5 The
Commission has received no comments
on the changes proposed. For the
reasons discussed below, the

115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1).

217 CFR 240.19b—4.

3 As part of the Proposed Rule Change, CMESC
filed, as Exhibit 5b, changes proposed to the Policy.
Pursuant to 17 CFR 240.24b-2, CMESC requested
confidential treatment of the Exhibit 5b.

4The CMESC Rules are available at https://
www.cmegroup.com/rulebook/CMESC/

CMESC% 20Rulebook.pdf. Terms not otherwise
defined herein are defined in the CMESC Rules or
in the Proposed Rule Change.

5 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 106131
(Aug. 13, 2026), 91 FR 53469 (Aug. 18, 2026) (File
No. SR-CMESC-2026-006) (“Notice of Filing”).
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Commission is approving the proposed
rule change.

II. Background

Under the Policy, CMESC states that
it performs stress testing to estimate its
exposures to participants that could
result from the realization of potential
stress scenarios, such as extreme price
changes, multiple defaults, or changes
in other valuation inputs and
assumptions.6¢ CMESC states that the
Policy provides that stress scenarios are
built using historical and hypothetical
market moves.” CMESC further states
that it uses identical stress scenarios for
purposes of credit stress testing and
liquidity stress testing to ensure that
CMESC has adequate resources to
manage its credit risk and liquidity risk
in extreme but plausible market
conditions.8

CMESC states that it currently uses
the stress testing methodology to size
and maintain its Guaranty Fund.®
Specifically, the Guaranty Fund is sized
to cover an amount at least equal to the
largest theoretical loss to CMESC in
excess of initial margin resulting from
the default of two member families (the
“cover two standard”).1° In determining
the largest theoretical loss resulting
from the default of two member
families, CMESC measures the largest
net debtor amount (“LND”) at the
Member Family-level, covering Member
Accounts and the User Accounts of a
predefined number of Users with the
largest credit exposures at each
Member.'! Under CMESC Rules,
CMESC may maintain the Guaranty
Fund size at an amount larger than the
cover two standard, with a buffer based
on CMESC’s assessment of the cover
two amounts, volatility in the market, or
for other reasons, in order to better
ensure that the Guaranty Fund meets
the cover two standard between official
calculations and to prevent significant
fluctuations of Members’ Required
Guaranty Fund Contributions.?2

Under CMESC Rules, a member’s
Required Guaranty Fund Contribution is
calculated based on each Member’s
proportionate share of the aggregate
Required Guaranty Fund Contribution
and subject to a ten million dollar
minimum contribution amount.13

6 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53469.

7Id.

8 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53470.

9 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53469.

10 See CMESC Rule 402(a), supra note 4.

11 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53471.

12 See CMESC Rule 402(a), supra note 4.

13 See CMESC Rule 402(b), supra note 4. CMESC
states that each Member’s Required Guaranty Fund
Contribution is calculated as the greater of two
amounts: (1) a minimum contribution requirement

CMESC states that the Policy provides
the allocation of the Guaranty Fund to
determine each Member’s Required
Guaranty Fund Contribution amount be
based on each member’s relative LND
and its gross notional at a weight of 90%
and 10%, respectively.14

III. Description of the Proposed Rule
Change

CMESC proposes to amend the Policy
to: (i) provide greater detail in the
description of its scenarios for stress
testing, including the historical and
hypothetical stress scenarios it will
employ for credit stress testing and
liquidity stress testing; (ii) provide
further explanation of the rationale for
CMESC’s methodology for sizing the
Guaranty Fund and the rationale for
how Member contributions to the
Guaranty Fund are allocated,
particularly regarding the weighted
components on which allocation of
Members’ contributions to the Guaranty
Fund are based; and (iii) make other
minor changes to add clarity and
improve accuracy and readability of the
Policy.?® Further, CMESC proposes to
modify existing Rule 402(b) to clarify
and align the description of the
Guaranty Fund allocation process across
its documentation.?® Each of the
proposed changes is described in more
detail below.

1. Proposed Amendments to the
Description of the Stress Scenarios

First, the Proposed Rule Change
would propose changes in the
introductory paragraph of Section 4.1 to
clarify that the historical and
hypothetical market moves CMESC uses
to build historical and hypothetical
scenarios are designed to represent
extreme but plausible market
conditions. CMESC states that this
clarification ensures the Policy language
is aligned with the requirements in Rule
17ad17ad-22(e)(4)(iii) and 17ad—
22(e)(7)(i) that stress scenarios
contemplate “extreme but plausible
market conditions.” 17

Second, the Proposed Rule Change
would identify “historical” and
“hypothetical”” as two categories of
stress scenarios in Section 4.1 by
separating them into two subparagraphs
and supplementing the existing
descriptions for each category. With
respect to the historical category of
stress scenarios, the Proposed Rule

of ten million dollars, or (2) the Member’s
proportionate share of the Guaranty Fund. See
Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53471.
12 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53471.
15 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53469.
16 Id.
17 Id.

Change would clarify the process by
which specific dates are selected and
captured within historical scenarios,
i.e., through both quantitative and
qualitative evaluation methodologies.
The Proposed Rule Change would
further propose to retain the current
reference to “market behavior” in the
Policy and to remove the existing
reference to “observed and projected”
market behavior. CMESC states that
removing the terms “observed and
projected” makes the distinction
between historical and hypothetical
scenarios clearer.18

With respect to the hypothetical
category of stress scenarios, the
Proposed Rule Change would amend its
existing description of hypothetical
scenarios to clarify that hypothetical
scenarios will include theoretically
driven scenarios. The Proposed Rule
Change further clarifies that
hypothetical scenarios shall not include
potential event-driven scenarios, as
event-driven scenarios are proposed to
be reclassified and recategorized as a
distinct type of historical scenarios
pursuant to CMESC’s other proposed
amendments to Section 4.1 that are
discussed in greater detail below.

Third, the Proposed Rule Change
would add new text to Section 4.1 that
describes how stress shocks applied
within the stress testing methodology
are designed to capture different interest
rate environments. Specifically, the
Proposed Rule Change would add new
text that will explain that in order to
capture the effect of different interest
rate environments, the shocks that are
calculated will be based upon varying
return types.

Fourth, the Proposed Rule Change
would recategorize and rename the
three existing categories of stress
scenarios set forth in Table 1 (Stress
Scenario Categories as reflected in the
proposed amendments) of the Policy
into the following three categories: (i)
“Historical: Risk Factor Shocks”
scenarios, (ii) ‘“Historical: Event-Driven’
scenarios, and (iii) “Hypothetical”
scenarios. Further, the Proposed Rule
Change would change the description of
the new stress scenarios in Table 1,
discussed in greater detail below.
CMESC states that these proposed
changes to Table 1 are intended to
provide greater clarity regarding
CMESC’s stress testing methodology.19

)

Historical: Risk Factor Shocks Scenarios

The Proposed Rule Change would
make several changes to Table 1 for the
“Historical” scenario category. First, the

18]d.
19]d.
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Proposed Rule Change would rename
the category, designated as “Historical:
Risk Factor Shocks,” separate from
Historical Event-Driven Shocks as
described below. CMESC states that the
renamed the Historical: Risk Factor
Shocks category will include additional
information on the risk factors
considered in defining historical
scenarios based on risk factor shocks.20

Second, the Proposed Rule Change
would delete and replace the existing
description of historical scenarios to
include those based on a systematic
application of quantitative filters across
available risk factor curves relevant to
U.S. Treasury securities, including but
not limited to the on-the-run curve, the
off-the-run curve, and the repo curve,
over a defined lookback period. Third,
the current Policy provides that
historical dates that exhibit the largest
curve movements are to be considered
as constituting historical scenarios. The
Proposed Rule Change would remove
the term “curve” from the preceding
sentence. CMESC states that the word
“curve” is unnecessarily limiting given
CMESC’s consideration of other types of
movements in crafting historical
scenarios.?!

Fourth, Table 1 of the current Policy
describes the various risk factors that
may be considered by CMESC in
identifying the largest curvature
movements for purposes of establishing
historical scenarios. The Proposed Rule
Change would include additional
information regarding the specific risk
factors considered in defining historical
scenarios based upon risk factor shocks.
Using the defined risk factor curves
referenced above, CMESC would
identify historical dates that exhibit the
largest movements. Further, the
Proposed Rule Change would
characterize such identified historical
dates as historical scenarios that capture
three distinct types of market scenarios:
(i) such scenarios that capture the
largest upward and downward
movements for defined tenors on the
applicable curves, which would be
designated as “individual tenor
shocks”’; (ii) such scenarios that capture
structural shifts across the curves,
which would be designated as “yield
curve shape shocks”; and (iii) such
scenarios that capture uncorrelated risk
factors that are identified using
Principal Component Analysis (“PCA”),
to explain the majority of yield curve
variances, which would be designated
as “‘statistical risk identification.”

Fifth, within the yield curve shape
shocks stress scenario, the Proposed

20d.
21[d.

Rule Change would make changes to
identify and describe the types of shifts
and movements that are considered
across different risk factor curves,
including parallel shifts, slope
movements, and curvature movements.

Sixth, the Proposed Rule Change
would define the specific tenors for the
risk factor curves that are currently
being contemplated to be used to
identify the yield curve movements,
while recognizing that the defined
tenors may change from time to time.

Seventh, regarding the application of
PCA, the Proposed Rule Change would
make changes to highlight that CMESC
identifies specific historical dates that
have statistically extreme results for the
defined components.

Historical: Event-Driven Scenarios

The Proposed Rule Change would
make several changes to Table 1 for the
“Event-Driven” scenario category. First,
the Proposed Rule Change would make
changes to refer to event-driven
scenarios as a type of historical scenario
by renaming the event-driven scenario
category as the “Historical: Event-
Driven” scenario. CMESC states that the
current Policy already accounts for this
treatment of event-driven scenarios and
already includes the consideration of
historical scenarios designed to capture
the effects of major historical event
shocks as stress scenarios.22

Second, the Proposed Rule Change
would clarify that the inclusion of
event-driven scenarios such as
significant Federal Reserve rate
adjustments are designed to ensure that
realized market dislocations are
appropriately captured in CMESC’s
stress testing methodology, including
those that fall outside the lookback
period.

Third, the Proposed Rule Change
would make additional amendments
regarding the historical nature of event-
driven scenarios. CMESC states that
these additional amendments are
proposed to support readability and
clarity without changing the construct
of the scenarios themselves.23

Hypothetical Scenarios

The Proposed Rule Change would
make several changes to Table 1 for the
“Hypothetical—Principal Component
Analysis (“PCA”)” scenario category.
First, the Proposed Rule Change would
strike the reference to “Principal
Component Analysis (‘PCA’)” from the
name of the scenario category,
designating this category as
“Hypothetical.” CMESC states that this

22]d.
23 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53471.

change would emphasize that
hypothetical scenarios are theoretically
driven to capture potential future events
with no direct historical precedent.24

Second, the Proposed Rule Change
would remove references that
characterize hypothetical scenarios as
being event-driven.

Third, the Proposed Rule Change
would outline in greater detail how
CMESC will construct hypothetical
scenarios, which includes using a
systemic combination of principal
components determined through PCA to
generate a comprehensive set of extreme
by plausible market shocks. Further, the
Proposed Rule Change would make
changes to specify that the
determination of component variances
will consider two business days of
interest rate changes and detail how
CMESC selects the number of principal
components to simulate curvature
shifts. The Proposed Rule Change would
make changes to state that CMESC will
ultimately create the scenarios derived
from PCA by using a combination of
PCA scores for the largest factors.

Fourth, the Proposed Rule Change
would further specify that CMESC will
apply plausibility thresholds (defined at
the tenor level based on historical data)
designed to ensure the PCA-generated
scenario shocks remain extreme but
plausible.

Fifth, the Proposed Rule Change
would make changes designed to
promote consistency across U.S.
Treasury curves within the hypothetical
scenario shocks scenario category.
CMESGC states that these steps are
designed to recognize the relationships
between relevant U.S. Treasury curves
(including the repo curve) within the
hypothetical scenario shocks, using
appropriate adjustments or returns as
appropriate.25

2. Proposed Amendments to the
Explanation and Description of the
Guaranty Fund

Proposed Amendments to the
Explanation of Guaranty Fund Sizing

The Proposed Rule Change would
amend several footnotes located in
Section 5 of the Policy. First, the
Proposed Rule Change would amend an
existing footnote in Section 5 of the
Policy to further clarify the applicability
of the defined term ‘“Member Family” to
the stress testing of CMESC’s financial
resources. Second, the Proposed Rule
Change would add a new footnote to

24 Jd. CMESC also states that despite the term
“PCA” being removed from the name of the
category, PCA will continue to be used to determine
hypothetical scenarios. Id.

25 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53471.
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Section 5.2.1 of the Policy. This footnote
pertains to the Guaranty Fund sizing
formula to clarify the rationale
underpinning CMESC'’s selection of the
number of Users (i.e., the number of
User Accounts) that are considered in
determining the cover two shortfall. The
proposed footnote further describes that
the number of Users is determined by
CMESC’s risk management team to
capture the number of Users that may be
in Default if their Member were to
Default under extreme by plausible
market conditions. CMESC states that
the clarifying footnote reflects with
what is currently provided in the
CMESC Risk Management Framework.26
CMESC further states that the addition
of this footnote to Section 5.2.1 of the
Policy will serve the purpose of
maintaining consistency and alignment
across the related policies implementing
and administering the sizing of financial
resources and the management of credit
risk exposures arising from potential
Defaults of Member Families to
CMESC.27

Proposed Amendments to the
Description of Allocation of the
Guaranty Fund

The Proposed Rule Change would
make two amendments to Section 5.2.2
of the Policy and one amendment to
Rule 402(b) regarding the description of
the Guaranty Fund allocation.

First, the Proposed Rule Change
would make changes to clarify the term
““gross notional” used in Section 5.2.2
refers to the gross notional of
outstanding securities transactions of a
Member. Second, the Proposed Rule
Change would add a new footnote to
Section 5.2.2 that explains that the LND
component in this dual-component
methodology aligns contributions with
the tail risk (i.e., as captured by
CMESC'’s stress scenarios) that each
Member (including as it relates to a
predefined number of its authorized
Users) presents to CMESC. Further, the
proposed footnote will explain that the
LND component is complemented by
the gross notional of outstanding
securities transactions component,
which is designed to ensure that each
Member is subject to a certain level of
potential mutualization risk via the
Guaranty Fund regardless of their tail
risk. The proposed footnote further
explains that the weighting logic is
designed to yield Guaranty Fund
allocations that capture the risk of each
Member and to incentivize active
participation by Members in the close-
out process in the event of a Participant

26 Id.
27 Id.

Default. CMESC states that this
weighting structure enhances the clarity
of the Policy by providing the rationale
for complementation and administration
of the allocation of the Guaranty Fund.28

Third, the Proposed Rule Change
would amend Rule 402(b) in two
separate locations to clarify the
intended process and methodology for
allocating the Guaranty Fund to
individual Members. Specifically, the
Proposed Rule Change would replace
both references to “Member Family” in
Rule 402(b) with references to
“Member.” CMESC states that the
Member Family’s activity is not
intended to be part of the allocation
process for individual Members.29
Instead, the allocation of each
individual Member’s Required Guaranty
Fund Contribution is derived from that
individual Member’s own LND and that
individual Member’s own gross notional
outstanding. CMESC states that this
proposed amendment is being made to
reflect the intended allocation
process.30

3. Other Minor Changes

The Proposed Rule Change would
make several other minor changes to the
Policy. First, the Proposed Rule Change
would make changes in Section 4.1
(Stress Scenarios) to replace the term
“two day” period with the term “two-
business day” period. Second, the
Proposed Rule Change would make
changes in Section 1 (Purpose and
Statement of Policy) to replace the term
“present to” with the term “presented
to.” Third, the Proposed Rule Change
would make technical changes in
Section 4.2 (Review of Stress Testing
Results & Methodology) by replacing the
word “liquidity” with “liquid.” Finally,
the Proposed Rule Change would make
changes to Sectio 5.2.2 (SC Guaranty
Fund Allocation) to replace the term
‘“‘described above” with the term ““for
each Member.” CMESC states that these
minor changes are designed to add
clarity and support readability of the
Policy.3?

IV. Discussion and Commission
Findings

Section 19(b)(2)(C) of the Act 32
directs the Commission to approve a
proposed rule change of a self-
regulatory organization if it finds that
such proposed rule change is consistent
with the requirements of the Act and
rules and regulations thereunder

28 Id.

29 See Notice of Filing, supra note 5, at 53472.
30[d.

311d.

3215 U.S.C. 78s(b)(2)(C).

applicable to such organization. After
carefully considering the proposed rule
change, the Commission finds that the
proposed rule change is consistent with
the requirements of the Act and the
rules and regulations thereunder
applicable to CMESC. In particular, the
Commission finds that the proposed
rule change is consistent with Sections
17A(b)(3)(F) of the Act,33 Rule 17ad—
22(e)(4)(iii),34 and Rule 17ad-22(e)(7).35

A. Consistency With Section
17A(b)(3)(F) of the Act

Section 17A(b)(3)(F) of the Act
requires, in part, that the rules of a
clearing agency be designed to promote
the prompt and accurate clearance and
settlement of securities transactions and
to assure the safeguarding of securities
and funds which are in the custody or
control of the clearing agency or for
which it is responsible.36 The Proposed
Rule Change is consistent with Section
17A(b)(3)(F) for the reasons discussed
below.

As described above in Section III.,
CMESC proposes to amend the Policy to
provide more detail to the description of
how they will implement their stress
testing methodology, enhance the clarity
of the Policy, and clarify the intended
operation of Rule 402(b). As described
in more detail above in Section II., the
Policy was established by CMESC to
provide guidelines for monitoring,
assessing, and mitigating risks
associated with the exposures arising
from Participants’ position. Further, the
Policy outlines how CMESC performs
stress testing to estimate its exposures to
Participants that could result from the
realization of potential stress scenarios.

By providing clearer and more
comprehensive descriptions of CMESC’s
stress testing methodology and Guaranty
Fund sizing and allocation processes,
the Proposed Rule Change should help
CMESC to strengthen CMESC'’s risk
management documentation and
support its ability to maintain adequate
financial resources. These changes
should promote the prompt and
accurate clearance and settlement of
securities transactions by ensuring that
CMESG has appropriate policies and
procedures in place to manage credit
and liquidity risks in extreme but
plausible market conditions. The
increased transparency regarding
CMESC’s stress testing scenarios,
financial resource sizing, and allocation
mechanisms should enable market
participants to better understand and

=

3315 U.S.C. 78q-1(b)(3)(
3417 CFR 240.17ad—22(e
3517 CFR 240.17ad-22(e
3615 U.S.C. 78q-1(b)(3)(

).
(4)(ii).
(7).

).

=2
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have greater confidence in CMESC’s risk
management framework, thereby
supporting the efficiency and reliability
of the clearing process. Moreover, the
clarifications regarding how financial
resources are sized and allocated should
help to ensure the safeguarding of
securities and funds in the custody or
control of CMESC.

Accordingly, for the reasons stated
above, the proposed rule change is
consistent with Section 17A(b)(3)(F) of
the Act.37

B. Consistency With Rule 17ad-
22(e)(4)(iii)

Rule 17ad-22(e)(4)(iii) under the
Exchange Act requires that a covered
clearing agency establish, implement,
maintain and enforce written policies
and procedures reasonably designed to
effectively identify, measure, monitor,
and manage its credit exposures to
participants and those arising from its
payment, clearing, and settlement
processes by maintaining additional
financial resources at a minimum to
enable it to cover a wide range of
foreseeable stress scenarios that include,
but are not limited to, the default of the
participant family that would
potentially cause the largest aggregate
credit exposure for the covered clearing
agency in extreme but plausible market
conditions.38 The Proposed Rule
Change is consistent with Rule 17ad—
22(e)(4)(iii) under the Exchange Act for
the reasons stated below.

As described above in more detail in
Section II., the Policy was established
by CMESC to provide guidelines for
monitoring, assessing, and mitigating
risks associated with the exposures
arising from Participants’ position.
Further, the Policy outlines how CMESC
performs stress testing to estimate its
exposures to Participants that could
result from the realization of potential
stress scenarios. As described in more
detail in Section III., the Proposed Rule
Change provides more detail to the
description of how CMESC will
implement its stress testing
methodology, enhances the clarity of the
Policy and clarifies the intended
operation of Rule 402(b).

The Proposed Rule Change should
help to enhance CMESC'’s stress testing
documentation by providing more
detailed descriptions of (i) the
methodology for constructing and
categorizing stress scenarios (i.e.,
historical risk factor shocks, historical
event-drive, and hypothetical); (ii) how
stress shocks are designed to capture
different interest rate environments; (iii)

3715 U.S.C. 78q—1(b)(3)(F).
3817 CFR 240.17ad-22(e)(4)(iii).

the specific construction logic for
historical scenarios, including
individual tenor shocks, yield curve
shape shocks, and statistical risk
identification using PCA; (iv) the
specific construction logic for
hypothetical scenarios, including the
systematic combination of principal
components, application of plausibility
thresholds, and promotion of curve
consistency; and (v) the rationale for the
cover two standard, including the
determination of the appropriate
number of Users to consider in
calculating the LND for the two Member
Families with the largest exposures.

By clarifying and enhancing the
documentation of these methodologies
within the Policy, the Proposed Rule
Change should help to strengthen
CMESC'’s ability to maintain financial
resources sufficient to cover a wide
range of foreseeable stress scenarios that
include, but are not limited to, the
default of the participant family that
would potentially cause the largest
aggregate credit exposure for the
covered clearing agency in extreme but
plausible market conditions.

Accordingly, for the reasons stated
above, the proposed rule change is
consistent with Rule 17ad—
22(e)(4)(iii).3®

C. Consistency With Rule 17ad-22(e)(7)

Rule 17ad-22(e)(7) under the
Exchange Act requires a covered
clearing agency establish, implement,
maintain and enforce written policies
and procedures reasonably designed to
effectively measure, monitor, and
manage the liquidity risk that arises in
or is borne by the covered clearing
agency.40

As discussed in Section II., CMESC
uses identical stress scenarios for both
credit stress testing and liquidity stress
testing. By clarifying and enhancing the
documentation of stress scenarios and
the cover two standard in the manner
described above in Section IIL., the
Proposed Rule Change should help to
strengthen CMESC’s ability to maintain
sufficient liquid resources to effect
settlement of payment obligations with
a high degree of confidence under
extreme but plausible stress scenarios.
Additionally, enhanced descriptions of
stress scenarios should provide greater
transparency regarding CMESC’s
liquidity stress testing methodology and
how CMESC calculates and maintains
liquid resources necessary to effect
settlement obligations in extreme but
plausible market conditions with a high
degree of confidence.

3917 CFR 240.17ad—22(e)(4)(iii).

4017 CFR 240.17ad-22(e)(7).

Accordingly, for the reasons stated
above, the proposed rule change is
consistent with Rule 17ad—22(e)(7).41

V. Conclusion

On the basis of the foregoing, the
Commission finds that the proposed
rule change is consistent with the
requirements of the Exchange Act and
in particular with therequirements of
Section 17A of the Exchange Act42 and
the rules and regulations promulgated
thereunder.

It is therefore ordered, pursuant to
Section 19(b)(2) of the Exchange Act43
that proposed rule change SR-CMESC—
2026—006 be, and hereby is, approved.+*

For the Commission, by the Division of

Trading and Markets, pursuant to delegated
authority.45

Sherry R. Haywood,

Assistant Secretary.

[FR Doc. 2026-20074 Filed 9-30-26; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

[OMB Control No. 3235-0471]

Agency Information Collection
Activities; Submission for OMB
Review; Comment Request; Extension:
Rule 15¢1-5

Upon Written Request, Copies Available
From: Securities and Exchange
Commission, Office of FOIA Services,
100 F Street NE, Washington, DC
20549-2736

Notice is hereby given that, pursuant
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Securities
and Exchange Commission (“SEC” or
“Commission”) is submitting to the
Office of Management and Budget
(“OMB”) this request for extension of
the proposed collection of information
provided for in Rule 15¢1-5 (17 CFR
240.15c¢1-5) under the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78a et
seq.) (“Exchange Act”).

Rule 15c1-5 states that any broker-
dealer controlled by, controlling, or
under common control with the issuer
of a security that the broker-dealer is
trying to sell to or buy from a customer
must give the customer written
notification disclosing the control
relationship at or before completion of

4117 CFR 240.17ad-22(e)(7).

4215 U.S.C. 78q¢-1.

4315 U.S.C. 78s(b)(2).

44In approving the proposed rule change, the
Commission considered the proposals’ impact on
efficiency, competition, and capital formation. 15
U.S.C. 78c(f).

4517 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12).
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