
​August 24, 2026​
​Via Electronic Submission​
​Christopher Kirkpatrick, Secretary​
​Commodity Futures Trading Commission​
​Three Lafayette Centre​
​1155 21st Street, NW​
​Washington, DC 20581​

​Vanessa A. Countryman, Secretary​
​U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission​
​100 F Street, NE​
​Washington, DC 20549​

​Re: Joint Request for Comment on Further Implementation of Portfolio Margining and​
​Cross-Margining of Securities and Derivatives (CFTC RIN 3038-AF72; SEC File No. S7-2026-23)​

​Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:​

​Ondo Finance Inc., together with its affiliate Oasis Pro Markets LLC (together, “Ondo”), submits this​
​comment in response to the Commissions' joint request for comment on further implementation of​
​portfolio margining and cross-margining (the “RFC”).[1]  Ondo Finance Inc. is one of the leading​
​tokenizers of securities in the world, with approximately $4 billion in tokenized assets on-chain across​
​tokenized U.S. Treasuries and tokenized stocks and ETFs, and the leading market share in tokenized​
​equities.[2] Oasis Pro Markets LLC is a broker-dealer registered with the SEC and a member of FINRA,​
​and also operates an SEC-regulated alternative trading system. Ondo Global Panama Inc. operates a live​
​perpetual futures trading platform which runs primarily on technology developed by Ondo Finance Inc..​
​That platform runs on the Ondo Network, a non- custodial, neutral execution layer based on trusted​
​execution environments (enclaves) also designed by Ondo, that prepares, validates, attests to, and​
​transmits each instruction under fixed, reviewable logic.[3]​

​Ondo expects to file separate comments on the Commissions’ companion requests for comment on​
​derivatives product definitions (CFTC RIN 3038-AF71; SEC File No. S7-2026-21) and on swap and​
​security-based swap data reporting (CFTC RIN 3038- AF70; SEC File No. S7-2026-22). Our three​
​comments should be read together: the definitions comment addresses product classification, this​
​portfolio-margin comment addresses risk and collateral treatment, and the data reporting comment​
​addresses the data-recording consequences of modern market infrastructure.​

​Between them, our affiliates and partners give us direct, practical experience with many of the topics the​
​RFC addresses. This letter responds to certain specific questions referenced below, and only as they​
​apply to security futures products. The RFC's questions about commodity and crypto-linked perpetual​
​contracts are a different matter, and this letter takes no position on them. Security futures products are a​
​separate, established product category, with many features resolved by Congress in the Commodity​
​Futures Modernization Act of 2000 (“CFMA”) and tested in the market for nearly two decades.​

​Our general perspective on the points raised by the RFC, for this established security futures product​
​category specifically, is straightforward: margin treatment should reflect the actual economic​
​characteristics of a position — including, where relevant, what it is combined with and how frequently it​
​settles — rather than be a static figure applied without regard to those characteristics. Fortunately the​
​existing regulatory framework already allows for the establishment of appropriate risk-based margin​
​requirements by regulated entities, and the Commissions need not resolve every portfolio margining​
​question by categorical rule before product-specific engagement can proceed. Existing frameworks​
​already recognize related positions, correlation, settlement timing, customer-account differences, and​
​clearing organization risk management. They should therefore have the tools necessary to accurately​
​account for the economic characteristics of products whose risk-reducing features are embedded in the​
​contracts themselves and observable through the market infrastructure. The remainder of this letter​
​comments from that perspective.​
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​Margining A Position According To Its Full Economic Characteristics​
​A security future should be margined according to the full economic reality of the position — not according​
​to a specific figure applied by regulation without regard to what the position is, how frequently it settles, or​
​what it is combined with. Questions 1, 2, 3, and 7 of the RFC ask what positions, combinations, and​
​account structures the Commissions should consider for expanded portfolio margining. The general​
​answer is straightforward: the Commissions' own existing rules already call for exactly this kind of​
​analysis: CFTC Regulation 39.13(g)(4) permits a derivatives clearing organization to reduce initial margin​
​for related positions where price risks are significantly and reliably correlated, including on a conceptual​
​basis for the correlation, not merely a fixed category of instrument.[4] At the same time, the new intraday​
​margining standards under revised FINRA Rule 4210 now bring the margining regime more tightly into​
​alignment with the economic risks of positions margined under the relevant SEC framework.​

​That general principle operates within a specific statutory structure built for security futures products. The​
​CFMA already provides the relevant tool, not one the Commissions would need to build, requiring margin​
​for a security futures position held in a portfolio margin account carried as a futures account to account for​
​a position's full economic characteristics, provided that treatment remains consistent with the margin​
​required for a comparable exchange-traded option. This is the reference point the CFMA itself​
​establishes, and the one the Commissions have applied for over two decades.[5]​

​Two examples illustrate how this would work in practice for perpetual security futures products, now made​
​available exclusively outside the U.S., based on the law, regulation, history, and economics of security​
​futures products more generally.  A perpetual security futures position paired with a related exposure to​
​the same underlying equity may present directly observable basis and correlation characteristics of the​
​kind the RFC identifies in Question 12. [6]  Those characteristics should be capable of recognition where​
​the related exposure is eligible, reliably valued, subject to appropriate controls, and monitored by the​
​relevant intermediary and clearing framework. The CFTC has also already recognized tokenized​
​real-world assets, including tokenized Treasuries, money market funds, and corporate bonds, as eligible​
​collateral; it has not yet done the same for tokenized equities. The same risk management principles that​
​have supported recognition of tokenized real-world assets as collateral should inform future analysis of​
​tokenized equity exposures, including valuation, transferability, custody, liquidity, and enforceability. [7]​

​Margin Period Of Risk And The Timing Of Settlement​
​Margin period of risk is not a fixed constant. It is a modeling assumption calibrated to how a position​
​actually settles, and the Commissions' own practice already treats it that way: the Options Clearing​
​Corporation's STANS methodology uses a two-day margin period of risk specifically because it chooses​
​to exceed, rather than be bound by, a standard one-day settlement period baseline.[8]  Question 13​
​raises a related concern directly — that positions with different trading hours or settlement cycles can fall​
​out of sync in ways that matter — and that concern deserves to be taken seriously here: a position's​
​margin treatment needs to account for the actual timing of its settlement, not only its economic​
​correlation.[9]​

​Accounting for that risk does not require a new rule. Conditioning margin credit on actual, confirmed​
​settlement — rather than on an assumption that two related positions move in lockstep — is an existing,​
​ordinary risk management practice already applied to collateral generally, not a new mechanism the​
​Commissions would need to authorize. Applying that same practice here, alongside product-specific​
​safeguards already in place such as funding-rate limits and stale-price protections, is how the timing​
​concern Question 13 raises is addressed in practice.​

​Separately, and independent of the collateral question: a perpetual security future itself settles the gap​
​between contract and reference price on a defined, sub-daily schedule, rather than once a day. That is a​
​structural feature of the instrument, and it is exactly the kind of product-specific characteristic a margin​
​period of risk assumption should be calibrated to, since any default by the position holder is determined​
​more quickly. Where the sub-daily funding or variation margin process is mandatory, objective, and​
​reflected in the contract’s clearing and default mechanics, it should be treated as part of the product’s​
​settlement architecture for margin-period-of-risk purposes.​
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​This comment does not propose a specific recalibrated figure here, but based on our own experience we​
​are confident that such product-specific calibration can be measured and monitored with certainty, and​
​managed responsibly by market participants and their customers. Question 19's distinction between​
​single-stock and narrow-based index futures is noted in passing: our comment addresses single-stock​
​products only. [10]​

​Customer Property And Clearing-Organization Bankruptcy Treatment​
​Regarding RFC Questions 9 and 10 relating to customer account types and positions, differences in​
​statutes and SEC and CFTC regulatory requirements governing particular securities, derivatives, or​
​regulated entities, as well as related differences in bankruptcy treatment, we comment in two respects.​

​First, for the specific structure contemplated by RFC Question 9 as relevant to the security futures product​
​upon which this comment focuses — securities held in a portfolio margining account carried as a futures​
​account — the customer-property question in Question 9 is already resolved.[11] Section 20(c) of the​
​Commodity Exchange Act, 7 U.S.C. § 24(c), directs the CFTC to ensure that such securities constitute​
​customer property, and that account owners are customers, for purposes of Subchapter IV of Chapter 7 of​
​the Bankruptcy Code — implemented by CFTC final rule in 2013.[12] This is not a new or unresolved​
​question for the structure this comment addresses.​

​Second, Question 10's broader concern — differing bankruptcy treatment across derivatives clearing​
​organizations and securities clearing agencies, including newly registered clearing agencies not yet​
​designated systemically important — is real, and the Commissions have recently shown they can address​
​it without new rulemaking.[13] For example, in April 2026, the Commissions extended the benefit of the​
​existing CME-FICC cross-margining arrangement — previously available only to clearing members — to​
​customers of dually registered broker-dealer/futures commission merchants, through coordinated​
​exemptive relief rather than a new rule.[14] That is a live, recent precedent for exactly the kind of​
​extension this comment describes.​

​Onshoring And Competitive Positioning​
​Questions 17 and 18 ask how expanded portfolio margining could affect competition, including​
​competition with foreign financial institutions offering comparable products to customers.[15] Perpetual​
​derivatives referencing U.S.-listed securities currently trade offshore, in significant volume, because no​
​clear domestic path for them has existed — the broader case Ondo expects to address in its separate​
​comment on the Commissions’ request for comment on derivatives product definitions (CFTC RIN​
​3038-AF71; SEC File No. S7-2026-21)​

​Bringing that activity onshore is consistent with stated federal policy, including the administration's​
​executive order on U.S. leadership in digital financial technology and the SEC's own Project Crypto​
​initiative, and with the cooperative posture both Commissions have adopted toward this category of​
​question through their March 2026 memorandum of understanding.[16]​

​This comment does not restate that case here. But we do note that the portfolio-margining questions​
​addressed above are a concrete instance of it: a market participant able to margin according to a​
​position's actual economic characteristics is better positioned to compete than one operating under a​
​framework built for different products. Portfolio margining that recognizes actual economic exposure is​
​therefore not merely a capital-efficiency issue; it is part of the domestic-market pathway for bringing​
​currently offshore perpetual equity risk under U.S. oversight.​

​[Remainder of Page Intentionally Blank]​
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​Conclusion​
​Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We are prepared to provide further information or analysis,​
​and would welcome the opportunity to discuss these matters further with staff at both Commissions.​

​Respectfully submitted,​

​Mark Janoff​
​General Counsel​
​Ondo Finance Inc.​

​Cc:​ ​The Honorable Michael S. Selig, Chairman, Commodity Futures Trading Commission​
​The Honorable Paul S. Atkins, Chairman, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission​
​Commissioner Hester M. Peirce, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission​
​Commissioner Mark T. Uyeda, U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission​
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