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8 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(2).
9 17 CFR 200.30–3(a)(12).
1 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1).
2 17 CFR 240.19b–4.
3 See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 48382 

(August 20, 2003), 68 FR 51818.
4 In approving this proposed rule change, the 

Commission has considered the proposed rule’s 
impact on efficiency, competition, and capital 
formation. 15 U.S.C. 78c(f).

5 15 U.S.C. 78f(b)(6).

6 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(2).
7 17 CFR 200.30–3(a)(12).
1 15 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1).
2 17 CFR 240.19b–4.
3 17 CFR 240.19b–4(f)(6).

4 California Rules of Court, Division VI of the 
Appendix, entitled, ‘‘Ethics Standards for Neutral 
Arbitrators in Contractual Arbitration.’’

5 These measures included providing venue 
changes for arbitration cases, using non-California 
arbitrators when appropriate, and waiving 
administrative fees for NASD-sponsored 
mediations.

of Article IV, Section 1(e) of the Amex 
Constitution is reasonable. 

It Is Therefore Ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act,8 that the 
proposed rule change (File No. SR–
Amex–2003–54) be, and it hereby is, 
approved.

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.9

Margaret H. McFarland, 
Deputy Secretary.
[FR Doc. 03–25117 Filed 10–2–03; 8:45 am] 
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Self-Regulatory Organizations; Order 
Granting Approval of Proposed Rule 
Change by the American Stock 
Exchange LLC Relating to the 
Elimination of the Minor Floor Violation 
Disciplinary Committee 

September 29, 2003. 
On July 25, 2003, the American Stock 

Exchange LLC (‘‘Amex’’ or ‘‘Exchange’’) 
filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘‘Commission’’), pursuant 
to Section 19(b)(1) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (‘‘Act’’) 1 and Rule 
19b–4 thereunder,2 a proposed rule 
change to eliminate the Amex’s Minor 
Floor Violation Disciplinary Committee 
(‘‘MFVDC’’). Under the proposed rule 
change, the responsibilities of the 
MFVDC will be transferred to the 
Exchange’s Enforcement Department.

The proposed rule change was 
published for comment in the Federal 
Register on August 28, 2003.3 The 
Commission received no comments on 
the proposal.

The Commission finds that the 
proposed rule change is consistent with 
the requirements of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder 
applicable to a national securities 
exchange.4 In particular, the 
Commission believes that the proposed 
rule change is consistent with Section 
6(b)(6)5 of the Act which requires, 
among other things, that the Exchange’s 
rules provide that its members and 

persons associated with its members be 
appropriately disciplined for violations 
of the federal securities laws and the 
Exchange’s rules. The Commission 
believes that consolidating the 
responsibility for initiating disciplinary 
action under Amex’s minor rule 
violation plan exclusively in the 
Exchange’s Enforcement Department 
should provide a more consistent 
process for the disciplining of Amex’s 
members and persons associated with 
its members.

It Is Therefore Ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act,6 that the 
proposed rule change (SR–Amex–2003–
71) be, and it hereby is, approved.

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.7

Margaret H. McFarland, 
Deputy Secretary.
[FR Doc. 03–25118 Filed 10–2–03; 8:45 am] 
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Self-Regulatory Organizations; Notice 
of Filing and Immediate Effectiveness 
of Proposed Rule Change by the 
National Association of Securities 
Dealers, Inc. To Extend, for an 
Additional Six-Month Period, a Pilot 
Rule Regarding Waiver of California 
Arbitrator Disclosure Standards 

September 26, 2003. 
Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 

Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(‘‘Act’’),1 and Rule 19b–4 thereunder,2 
notice is hereby given that on 
September 24, 2003, the National 
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. 
(‘‘NASD’’) filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (‘‘SEC’’ or 
‘‘Commission’’) the proposed rule 
change as described in Items I and II 
below, which Items have been prepared 
by NASD. NASD has designated the 
proposed rule change as constituting a 
‘‘non-controversial’’ rule change 
pursuant to Rule 19b–4(f)(6) under the 
Act,3 which renders the proposal 
effective upon receipt of this filing by 
the Commission. The Commission is 
publishing this notice to solicit 
comments on the proposed rule change 
from interested persons.

I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 

NASD is proposing to extend the pilot 
rule in IM–10100(f) of the NASD Code 
of Arbitration Procedure, which requires 
industry parties in arbitration to waive 
application of contested California 
arbitrator disclosure standards, upon the 
request of customers, and associated 
persons with claims against other 
industry parties, for a six-month period. 

II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 

In its filing with the Commission, 
NASD included statements concerning 
the purpose of and basis for the 
proposed rule change and discussed any 
comments it received on the proposed 
rule change. The text of these statements 
may be examined at the places specified 
in Item IV below. The NASD has 
prepared summaries, set forth in 
sections A, B, and C below, of the most 
significant aspects of such statements. 

A. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 

1. Purpose 

In July 2002, the California Judicial 
Commission adopted a set of rules, 
‘‘Ethics Standards for Neutral 
Arbitrators in Contractual Arbitration’’ 
(‘‘California Standards’’),4 governing 
ethical standards for arbitrators. The 
rules were designed to address conflicts 
of interest in private arbitration forums 
that are not part of a federal regulatory 
system overseen on a uniform, national 
basis by the SEC. The California 
Standards imposed disclosure 
requirements on arbitrators that conflict 
with the disclosure rules of NASD and 
the New York Stock Exchange 
(‘‘NYSE’’). Because NASD could not 
both administer its arbitration program 
in accordance with its own rules and 
comply with the new California 
Standards at the same time, NASD 
initially suspended the appointment of 
arbitrators in cases in California, but 
offered parties several options for 
pursuing their cases.5

In November 2002, NASD and NYSE 
filed a lawsuit in federal district court 
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