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Thank you for the invitation to join you today. On a personal note, it is particularly meaningful to me
to be speaking for the first time in this building.
The SEC, which I have now chaired for 18 months, has many important priorities for the upcoming
year. These include addressing structural questions about our complex, dispersed securities
marketplace; reviewing our public company disclosure regime to make it more effective for investors;
and completing the rulemakings mandated by Congress under the Dodd-Frank and JOBS Acts, to
name just a few. What I have chosen to focus on here is our regulation of the asset management
industry, which is one of the agency’s most important responsibilities.
The SEC has regulated asset management since the passage of the Investment Advisers Act and the
Investment Company Act in 1940 – nearly 75 years ago. Our objective in discharging this
responsibility is guided by our overarching mission to protect investors, to maintain fair, orderly and
efficient markets, and to facilitate capital formation. Over the years, our regulatory program for asset
management has grown and adapted, guided by our mission, to address ever-evolving markets and the
challenges that evolution presents. We are now embarking on a new period of regulatory change,
driven by long-term trends in the industry and the lessons of the financial crisis.
This morning, I will talk about the SEC’s perspective on the asset management industry today through
a review of some of its most important features, highlighting the regulatory issues that the industry
presents, and setting out how we plan to enhance and strengthen our response to those issues.
Evolving Regulatory Tools for an Evolving Industry
Currently, there are more than $63 trillion of assets under management1 in what has become a vital
part of our economy, with over 11,000 investment advisers and almost 10,000 mutual funds registered
with the SEC.2 This industry has grown exponentially from the $4 billion in assets and 51 firms
Congress identified in 1940 that “managed, supervised and [gave] investment advice with respect to
funds.”3And the industry continues to grow, with the assets under management for most of the largest
firms doubling since 2004.4
Investors, and retail investors in particular, have increasingly come to rely on advice from investment
advisers and investments in mutual funds to meet their financial needs. In 2013, 57 million
households, or 46 percent of all U.S. households, owned mutual funds.5 American households invest
in mutual funds, and hope their investments will grow, for many important reasons, including making
a down payment on a house, saving for a college education, and ultimately providing income for
retirement.
The industry has also created new products and implemented new investment strategies to meet a
range of new demands from an increasingly diverse population of investors. Exchange-traded funds,

for example, emerged in the early 1990s and have grown significantly since then.6 In October 2014,
trading in U.S.-listed ETFs and other exchange-traded products made up about a quarter of U.S.
equity trading by dollar volume.7 Private funds have also grown significantly in number and size,8 and
many mutual funds are now engaging in alternative investment strategies and using derivatives.9
Evolution of the asset management industry with new risks and challenges is not a surprising
phenomenon. Over the years, the Commission and the staff have taken important steps to recalibrate
its program to better match the current “facts on the ground.”
Understanding the tools that the Investment Company Act and Investment Advisers Act give us to
regulate asset management helps to illustrate this ongoing process. These statutes establish a
comprehensive federal regulatory framework that addresses a wide range of activities and focuses on
many complex areas of regulation. Three of the most significant tools provided are: controls on
conflicts of interest; a registration, reporting and disclosure regime; and controls on fund portfolio
composition risks and operational risks. I recognize that I am drawing general lines to organize very
complex issues, but looking at these tools is important to understand the approach the SEC is taking to
respond to the evolution of the asset management industry.
Let me take these tools in turn, starting with controls on conflicts of interest. The statutory framework
establishes regulatory safeguards and incentives to address risks to investors emerging from the
conflicts of interest existing in the organization, operation and management of investment advisers
and funds.10 Even reviewing just the last 15 years of Commission regulation demonstrates our careful
focus on revising the approach to conflicts of interest to address modern market practices. For
example, in 2003, the Commission required advisers and funds to implement written compliance
programs and appoint chief compliance officers to address, among other things, abusive “market
timing” practices that benefitted some investors at the expense of others.11 And in 2010, the
Commission amended advisers’ disclosure brochures to more clearly explain conflicts of interest to
their clients.12
The second set of tools is our registration, reporting and disclosure regime. Registration is the core
regulatory foundation that enables the Commission to identify, monitor, and regulate funds and
advisers. The periodic reporting and public disclosure of their key business arrangements, related
conflicts, and compliance practices is critical for oversight. Here, too, the Commission has taken
significant steps. Most recently, using authority granted under the Dodd-Frank Act, we implemented
a comprehensive registration regime for investment advisers to certain private funds.13 These rules use
the framework laid out 75 years ago to address the much larger role that private fund advisers have
come to play. The Commission also created a summary prospectus to better focus mutual fund
investors on the fees and risks of a fund.14
Addressing Portfolio Composition Risks and Operational Risks
The importance and impact of conflicts of interest controls and the registration and reporting
requirements are indisputable. But my main focus today is on the third set of tools: controls on
portfolio composition risks and operational risks. By “portfolio composition risk,” I mean the risk
related to the mix of a fund’s investments and the impact that mix, including the interaction of
particular financial instruments, can have on a fund. Portfolio composition risks can include risks
associated with the liquidity and leverage of a fund’s holdings. And by “operational risk,” I generally
mean risk from inadequate or failed internal processes and systems.
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Just as they do for conflicts of interest and registration, our governing statutes set forth a framework
for addressing these issues. That is why mutual funds and investment advisers have limits on where
to custody their assets and on what terms.15 Capital structure restrictions limit leverage and protect a
registered investment company’s assets and investors from the risks associated with excessive
borrowing or overexposure to indebtedness.16 There are requirements for certain funds to diversify
holdings.17 And, of course, mutual funds must pay shareholders their redemption proceeds within
seven days of any request.18
The Commission has regularly sought to evaluate and enhance its regulations to address portfolio
composition and operational risks. Most recently, the Commission approved major reforms to money
market funds that demand significant new controls to address the risks those funds present to investors
and, potentially, the larger financial system.19 Working with our fellow regulators, the Commission
has also established reporting requirements for advisers to private funds that includes important
information about certain private fund activities.20 With respect to operational risk, the Commission
has implemented a number of rules to protect customer information, including, most recently in 2013,
rules to address the risk of identity theft.21
While these actions are all important, there is still work to be done. The financial crisis only
underscored the importance of the careful management of risk by funds and their advisers, including
portfolio composition and operational risks in particular. The Commission staff has been focused on
such risks for some time, and has expanded and deepened its oversight of the industry, which enables
us to better identify, monitor, and evaluate these risks in order to facilitate appropriate Commission
responses.
It is not enough, however, to simply identify, monitor and evaluate. A broader set of proactive
initiatives is required to help ensure that our regulatory program is fully addressing the increasingly
complex portfolio composition and operations of today’s asset management industry. And the staff,
at my direction, has been developing recommendations for three core initiatives. This is the right set
of initiatives for this stage of the development of the modern asset management industry.
First, we must improve the data and other information we use to draw conclusions about the risks of
the asset management industry and develop appropriate regulatory responses. Existing data
requirements need to be expanded and updated.
Second, we must take steps to ensure that registered funds enhance their fund-level controls so that
they are able to identify and address risks related to the composition of modern portfolios, whether
those spring from the overall financial profile of a fund, such as its liquidity levels, or the nature of
specific instruments, such as derivatives.
And third, we must take steps to ensure that firms have a plan for transitioning their clients’ assets
when circumstances warrant. If we have learned nothing else from the financial crisis, it is that we
must test and plan for the worst.
Enhancing Data Reporting
Let me begin with data. The SEC’s ability to effectively identify and address risks in the asset
management industry is diminished without the ability to monitor for those risks at the fund level and
across the entire industry. While funds and advisers currently report significant information about
their portfolios and operations to the Commission, these reporting obligations have not, in my view,
adequately kept pace with emerging products and strategies being used in the asset management
industry. For example, our rules do not require standardized reporting for many types of derivatives
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used by funds today. This is a clear gap, particularly given the growth in the volume and complexity
of derivatives used by funds.22 Similarly, we do not today receive the most complete information
about securities lending by funds, which is done by approximately a quarter of funds.23
The staff is developing recommendations for the Commission to modernize and enhance data
reporting for both funds and advisers. Even the reporting of basic census information should be
updated so that we are better able to monitor industry developments and potential compliance
issues. Beyond that, the reporting and disclosure of fund investments in derivatives, the liquidity and
valuation of their holdings, and their securities lending practices should all be significantly
enhanced. Collecting more data on separately managed accounts, where the adviser manages assets
owned by a particular client, will also better inform examination priorities and the assessment of the
risks associated with those accounts, which are a significant portion of the business of many
investment advisers.
Enhancing Controls on Risks Related to Portfolio Composition
We also need to ensure that registered funds have controls in place that effectively identify and
manage the risks of their current portfolio composition. Liquidity management and the use of
derivatives in mutual funds and ETFs are two key areas of focus by the staff. Inadequate controls in
those areas can create significant risks for funds themselves and their investors, as well as raising
questions about whether there could be a potential impact on the financial system as a whole.
Liquidity risks affect investors in open-end investment companies and ETFs through the underlying
assets in which those funds invest. A fund that does not manage liquidity risk in its portfolio could
have difficulty meeting redemptions if it came under stress, particularly an open-end investment
company, which has to provide shareholders with redemption proceeds within seven days of any
redemption request.24 And stress at funds facing increased redemptions could, in turn, potentially have
spillover effects in the markets in which those funds invest. If a distressed fund, for example, has to
sell securities at below-market prices to meet redemptions, it could drive down asset prices for funds
and other investors holding those securities or similar assets.
Derivatives can pose a separate set of risks. The use of derivatives by registered funds has grown
significantly in recent years, and many funds are using derivatives in increasingly complex ways.25
While funds often use derivatives to manage risks or to more efficiently adjust exposure to a market,
sector or security, these instruments also frequently result in leveraged investment exposures and
potential future obligations that can create risks for the funds.
A more comprehensive approach is required to address the risks associated with the increasingly
diverse nature of fund holdings and the use of derivatives. The Commission staff, both in Investment
Management and our National Exam Program, have been focused on these issues for some time, and
the results of these efforts are informing recommendations for the rulemaking in these areas.
At the most basic level, the staff is considering whether broad risk management programs should be
required for mutual funds and ETFs to address the risks related to their liquidity and derivatives use,
as well as measures to ensure the Commission’s comprehensive oversight of those programs. The
staff is also reviewing options for specific requirements, such as updated liquidity standards,
disclosures of liquidity risks, or measures to appropriately limit the leverage created by a fund’s use of
derivatives. Such changes could better protect investors, provide better transparency about the
liquidity risks associated with various funds, and mitigate any broader market implications were funds
forced to sell assets precipitously to meet redemptions.
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Improving Transition Planning and Stress Testing
A third focus of our regulatory enhancements is on the impact on investors of a market stress event or
when an investment adviser is no longer able to serve its clients. There are several risks associated
with such events. For example, during an adviser’s dissolution or following the departure of key
personnel, an adviser may face challenges in serving its clients’ needs while also swiftly transferring
its asset management services to another firm.
To better understand this risk, it is important to recognize that the risks associated with winding down
an investment adviser are different than those associated with other kinds of financial firms. Client
assets are not the assets of an adviser,26 and advisers routinely exit the market without significant
market impact; those exits, however, are not without challenges, and those challenges may differ
depending on the adviser’s clients. For example, if there are restrictions on investors’ ability to access
or move assets away from an adviser – or, more generally, de facto limitations imposed by illiquid
assets or market conditions – a clear transition plan for that adviser could benefit investors and the
market.
The staff is therefore developing a recommendation to require investment advisers to create transition
plans to prepare for a major disruption in their business. The process of creating such a plan in
advance of an actual severe disruption in the adviser’s operations could better prepare advisers and
their clients to deal with a transition and its attendant risks if one were required.
The staff is also considering ways to implement the new requirements for annual stress testing by
large investment advisers and large funds, as required by the Dodd-Frank Act.27 Stress testing is an
important tool routinely used by banking regulators. Implementing this new mandate in asset
management, while relatively novel, will help market participants and the Commission better
understand the potential impact of stress events. Building on what we have learned about stress
testing through money market reform, the staff is evaluating what protocols would be appropriate for
investment advisers and investment companies. As with transition planning, the staff is considering
how to tailor these requirements for asset management, as well as for different types of firms.
A Word on Systemic Risk
Taken together, the recommendations I have just outlined will lay the foundation for a renewed focus
on regulating the risks arising from the portfolio composition and operations of investment advisers
and funds. Before closing, I want to change my lens a bit and reflect very briefly on the
Commission’s role in addressing systemic risk, which has become part of the public dialogue about
the regulation of asset management.
The term “systemic risk” can mean different things to different speakers, and addressing the range of
meanings is well beyond the scope of my remarks today. But, clearly, one of the most fundamental
post-crisis changes for all of the financial regulators, including the Commission, has been an emphasis
on addressing risks that could have a systemic impact on the securities markets or the financial system
as a whole. This renewed emphasis, in my view, complements our long-standing mission to protect
investors, maintain fair, orderly, and efficient markets, and facilitate capital formation.
The program that I have just outlined is designed to serve our historic three-part mission. But, at the
same time, the measures we take will necessarily have a broader impact on the financial
system. Asset management is a significant segment of our financial system – and, as we all know, the
nature of finance means that changes to any significant segment has consequences for the others.
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Truly tackling systemic risk in any area, obviously, demands a broader program than one agency can
execute. Systemic risks cannot be addressed alone – they are, after all, “systemic.” Risks that could
cascade through our financial system could have an impact on a range of market participants, many of
which we do not oversee. The Financial Stability Oversight Council (FSOC) is an important forum
for studying and identifying systemic risks across different markets and market participants. The
market perspective that the SEC brings is an essential component of FSOC’s efforts. And FSOC’s
current review of the potential risks to the stability of U.S. financial system of asset managers is a
complement to the work we are now undertaking.
Conclusion
President Roosevelt rightly heralded the Investment Company Act and Investment Advisers Act as
milestones in the “vigorous program…to protect the investor.”28 To continue this vigorous program,
the SEC must continue to focus on assessing the activities of the asset management industry as it
evolves, ensuring that we are addressing the risks of modern portfolio composition and operations,
and anticipating and planning for the worst.
Our objective, however, is not to eliminate all risk. Far from it. Investment risk is inherent in our
capital markets – it is the engine that gives life to new companies and provides opportunities for
investors. Just as our regulatory program evolves, so too must our understanding of the balance that
program strikes between reducing undue risks and preserving the principle of “reward for risk” that is
at the center of our capital markets.
In all of these efforts, the details will matter a great deal and there is significant work to do before we
have final rules in place. We will be looking to investors and market participants to provide us their
views, and I will be working closely with my fellow Commissioners to translate staff
recommendations into Commission action. While the SEC’s regulation of asset management is strong
and comprehensive, the source of that strength has been our willingness to take stock of our rules with
a clear vision and implement the necessary changes to make effective regulation that fits current
market realities. We have done that many times since 1940, and it is essential that we do so again in
2015.
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