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SRO for Investment Advisers Would Likely Cost at
Least Twice as Much as an Adequately Funded SEC;
Investment Advisers Express Strong Opposition to SRO
Boston Consulting Group Study, Commissioned by Leading Financial Services Organizations,
Analyzes Costs and Funding Needs of Oversight Options;
Survey Reveals Adviser Preferences
December 15, 2011, New York – Creating a self-regulatory organization (SRO) to oversee
investment advisers (IA) would likely cost at least twice as much as adequately funding an
enhanced Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) examination program, according to an
independent economic analysis by The Boston Consulting Group (BCG). In a survey conducted
by BCG, more than 80% of IAs said they would prefer to pay user fees to fund enhanced SEC
oversight.
Certified Financial Planner Board of Standards, Inc. (CFP Board), the Financial Planning
Association (FPA), the Investment Adviser Association (IAA), the National Association of
Personal Financial Advisors (NAPFA), and TD Ameritrade Institutional commissioned the
study and survey in response to calls for additional analysis of the recommendations in the
SEC‘s study under Section 914 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection
Act. In that study, released in January 2011, the SEC discussed three options for increasing the
frequency of IA examinations:
•
•
•

Authorize the SEC to collect user fees from SEC-registered IAs to fund their
examinations;
Authorize one or more SROs to examine all SEC-registered IAs, subject to SEC
oversight; or
Authorize FINRA to examine dual registrants for compliance with the Advisers Act.

Each of these options would require Congressional action.
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BCG’s economic analysis of the recommended options in the Section 914 study involved two
key components: (1) economics, including setup costs, ongoing costs, and the cost of SEC
oversight of an SRO; and (2) level of funding and total potential fees required. BCG modeled
three core scenarios informed by the SEC Section 914 study: (1) Enhanced SEC (i.e., the costs
associated with an increased level of SEC examinations) (2) FINRA-IA SRO (i.e., the costs
associated with FINRA developing an IA SRO with an examination and enforcement mandate);
and (3) New-IA SRO (i.e., the costs associated with creation of an entirely new SRO with an
examination and enforcement mandate). The cost analysis was based on the assumption that
IAs would be examined on average once every four years. BCG relied on publicly available
data, research, studies, and reports, as well as in-depth interviews with IA firms and former
regulatory officials, among others. The SEC and FINRA did not sponsor the study and were not
asked to participate in it.
Key Findings of the Economic Analysis
1. Creating an SRO for IAs would likely cost at least twice as much as funding an
enhanced SEC examination program.
•
•

A full “Enhanced SEC” examination program is projected to cost $240–270 million
per year.
In contrast, a FINRA-IA SRO (examination, enforcement, and SEC oversight) is
projected to cost $550–610 million per year; and a New-IA SRO is projected to cost
$610–670 million per year.

2. Funding an SRO would likely cost IAs at least twice as much as paying user fees
to the SEC.
•
•

•

The average annual fee per IA firm is projected to be $27,300 for a full “Enhanced
SEC” examination program; $51,700 for a FINRA-IA SRO; and $57,400 for a New-IA
SRO.
If the SEC were authorized to collect user fees to fund only the incremental cost to
hire additional adviser examiners (including supporting expenses) and not the total
costs of an “Enhanced SEC” examination program, the average annual fee is
projected to be $11,300, less than one-fourth the fees needed to support an SRO.
The actual approach for apportioning the fees to be paid by IA firms will need to be
determined.

3. The cost savings to the SEC of creating an SRO is likely to be minimal because
the SEC would need to spend significant resources ($90–105 million) overseeing
an SRO.
4. The startup costs of an SRO alone ($200–310 million) could fund an enhanced
SEC examination program for an entire year ($240–270 million).
5. If adopted as currently drafted, the Investment Adviser Oversight Act of 2011
would likely further increase the funding burden on small IAs since approximately
1,800 larger IA firms would be exempt and would not pay membership fees to the
SRO.
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6. Shifting primary oversight of dual registrants (those regulated by both the SEC
and FINRA) to FINRA is not expected to result in significant costs savings to the
SEC.
Key Findings of the Survey of IA Preferences
In addition to the economic analysis, in November 2011, BCG conducted an online survey of a
broad base of IAs in the United States to understand their regulatory preferences, and received
424 responses. The survey results are statistically significant at a 95% confidence level +/- 4%.
1. More than 80% of IAs said they preferred the SEC over a FINRA-IA SRO (based on
SEC user fees that were about 24% lower than FINRA membership fees).
2. The preference for SEC oversight remained strong even in scenarios in which the
cost of Enhanced SEC oversight exceeded that of FINRA oversight.
•
•
•
•

In a scenario where SEC oversight was 50% more expensive than FINRA, 68% of
respondents preferred the SEC.
In a scenario where SEC oversight was twice as expensive as FINRA, 58% of
respondents preferred the SEC.
In a scenario where SEC oversight was 2.5 times more expensive than FINRA, 48%
of respondents preferred the SEC.
In a scenario where SEC oversight was three times more expensive than FINRA,
46% of respondents preferred the SEC.

3. Seventy-five percent of IAs would prefer a New-IA SRO over a FINRA-IA SRO even
if this option would cost advisers 20% more.
4. The preference for a New-IA SRO remained strong even given increasingly higher
costs.
•
•
•
•

In a scenario where a New-IA SRO was 50% more expensive than a FINRA-IA SRO,
70% of respondents preferred a New-IA SRO.
In a scenario where a New-IA SRO was twice as expensive as a FINRA-IA SRO,
60% of respondents preferred a New-IA SRO.
In a scenario where a New-IA SRO was 2.5 times more expensive than a FINRA-IA
SRO, 53% of respondents preferred a New-IA SRO.
In a scenario where a New-IA SRO was three times more expensive than a FINRAIA SRO, 48% of respondents preferred a New-IA SRO.

5. More than 60% of dual-registrants expressed a preference for the SEC over a
FINRA-IA SRO. Half of dual-registrants would prefer a New-IA SRO over a FINRAIA SRO.
For more information about the studies, please visit:
http://www.videonewswire.com/event.asp?id=84131.
Statements from Members of the Investment Adviser Oversight Study Group
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“The Boston Consulting Group study makes the economic case that outsourcing investment
adviser oversight to FINRA or a new SRO would cost too much and is strongly opposed by
investment advisers. We firmly believe that the SEC should retain oversight of investment
advisers and be given the tools to adequately do the job, including the option of imposing user
fees, which will be the most appropriate and cost effective way to achieve the most important
goal – protecting investors.”
‐

Kevin Keller, Chief Executive Officer, Certified Financial Planner Board of
Standards, Inc.

“Let’s be clear – enhanced investment adviser oversight is needed. But giving the job to FINRA
would be the wrong choice for many reasons, including its lack of accountability, lack of
transparency, weak track record, excessive costs, and its bias favoring the brokerage industry.
The BCG report underscores the conclusion that the best and most efficient approach is to
ensure that the SEC has enough examiners.”
‐

David Tittsworth, Executive Director, Investment Adviser Association

"Now we have the cost context that's been missing from the months of discussion on how to
improve adviser oversight. It's not the only factor in trying to get to the most effective and
efficient way to oversee advisers, but it's an important consideration that's been missing from
the debate."
‐

Marvin Tuttle, Executive Director & CEO, Financial Planning Association

“As most of our members are small business owners, NAPFA is keenly aware of the likely
disparity in funding costs between the SEC, FINRA or a new SRO. We are unwilling to support
a new layer of bureaucracy that would burden our member firms and further confuse
consumers.”
‐

Susan John, 2011-2012 Chair, National Association of Personal Financial Advisors

“This study addresses the critical issue of cost and serves to provide perspective and add
needed objectivity and independent analysis to the discussion. With the release of this
economic analysis, we take another step toward informing a productive industry debate.”
‐

Skip Schweiss, Managing Director, Advisor Advocacy and Industry Affairs, TD
Ameritrade Institutional

About CFP Board
CFP Board is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that acts in the public interest by fostering
professional standards in personal financial planning through setting and enforcing education,
examination, experience, and ethics standards for financial planner professionals who hold
the CFP® certification. CFP Board’s mission is to benefit the public by granting the CFP®
certification and upholding it as the recognized standard of excellence for competent and ethical
personal financial planning. CFP Board currently oversees more than 64,000 CFP®
professionals who agree to comply with CFP Board’s competency and ethics standards and
subject themselves to the disciplinary oversight of CFP Board.
About the Financial Planning Association
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The Financial Planning Association® (FPA®) is the largest membership organization for personal
financial planning experts in the U.S. and includes professionals from all backgrounds and
business models. FPA members adhere to the highest standards of professional competence,
ethical conduct and clear, complete disclosure to those they serve. Based in Denver, Colo., FPA
works in alliance with academic leaders, legislative and regulatory bodies, financial services
firms and consumer interest organizations. For more information about FPA, visit
www.FPAnet.org or call 800.322.4237.
About the IAA
The Investment Adviser Association is a non-profit association based in Washington, DC
that represents the interests of SEC-registered investment advisory firms. The IAA’s
membership consists of more than 500 SEC-registered investment adviser firms that
collectively manage in excess of $10 trillion for a variety of institutional and individual
clients. For more information, please visit: www.investmentadviser.org.
About The National Association of Personal Financial Advisors (NAPFA)
Since 1983, The National Association of Personal Financial Advisors (NAPFA) has provided
Fee- Only financial planners across the country with some of the strictest guidelines possible for
professional competency, comprehensive financial planning, and Fee-Only compensation. With
more than 2,400 members across the country, NAPFA has become the leading professional
association in the United States dedicated to the advancement of Fee-Only financial planning.
For more information on NAPFA, please visit www.napfa.org.
About TD Ameritrade Institutional
TD Ameritrade Institutional is a leading provider of comprehensive brokerage and custody
services to over 4,000 fee-based, independent registered investment advisors and their clients.
Our advanced technology platform, coupled with personal support from our dedicated service
teams, allows investment advisors to run their practices more efficiently and effectively while
optimizing time with clients.
About The Boston Consulting Group
The Boston Consulting Group (BCG) is a global management consulting firm and the world's
leading advisor on business strategy. We partner with clients from the private, public, and notfor-profit sectors in all regions to identify their highest-value opportunities, address their most
critical challenges, and transform their enterprises. Our customized approach combines deep
insight into the dynamics of companies and markets with close collaboration at all levels of the
client organization. This ensures that our clients achieve sustainable competitive advantage,
build more capable organizations, and secure lasting results. Founded in 1963, BCG is a private
company with 74 offices in 42 countries.
###
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The Boston Consulting Group ("BCG"), a global management consulting firm, was engaged by a
group of organizations with Investment Adviser ("IA") stakeholders to conduct an economic
analysis of IA oversight scenarios. These scenarios are based on recommended options
contained in the Securities and Exchange Commission's ("SEC") study released in January 2011,
which was conducted per Section 914 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act. The objective of this report is to establish an economic fact base, informed by
publicly available information.
The economic analysis relied upon publicly available research, studies, and reports, as well as
more than 40 in-depth interviews with investment advisory firms, relevant industry
organizations, former regulatory officials, and other industry experts. The BCG team involved in
this effort was not involved in any prior BCG work for related organizations. Further, the BCG
team conducted this analysis independently of any prior related work performed by the firm.
The SEC and the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority ("FINRA") were not interviewed or
consulted as part of this effort. They did not provide any input, feedback or guidance on the
materials or on the analysis contained in this report.
This report does not consider, evaluate, or comment on the benefits of any specific IA oversight
scenario, in terms of effectiveness, ease of implementation, or other relevant criteria. This
report, any statement made therein, or any statements made by BCG or by any other
organization regarding this report, does not constitute a BCG endorsement or recommendation
of any of the specific IA oversight scenarios referenced in this report or of any specific approach
to IA oversight more generally, and should not be interpreted as such.
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Executive summary

As required by Section 914 of the Dodd‐Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act
(“Dodd-Frank Act”), the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) released a study in
January 2011 (“SEC Section 914 Study”) that identified three recommended options to Congress
regarding examination of SEC-registered Investment Advisers ("IAs"), all of which would require
federal legislation before they could be implemented1. To inform the discussion on this issue, a
group of organizations with IA stakeholders ("Clients") commissioned The Boston Consulting
Group ("BCG") to perform an independent and objective economic analysis including an
estimate of the level of funding required for each of the recommended options in the SEC
Section 914 Study, with a focus on the first two options.2
BCG profiled and modeled three core scenarios, informed by the first two recommended options
in the SEC Section 914 Study. The three core scenarios are:
1. Enhance SEC examination capabilities ("Enhanced SEC"): Achieve an acceptable
frequency of IA examinations by hiring additional Office of Compliance Inspections and
Examinations ("OCIE") staff, funded by user fees;3
2. Authorize a FINRA SRO for IAs ("FINRA-IA SRO"): Authorize the Financial Industry
Regulatory Authority ("FINRA"), the self-regulatory organization ("SRO") for BrokerDealers ("B-Ds"), to develop an IA SRO capability with an IA examination and
enforcement mandate,4 funded by membership fees, and overseen by the SEC; and
3. Authorize a new SRO for IAs ("New-IA SRO"): Authorize the creation of a new IAfocused SRO, with an IA examination and enforcement mandate, funded by
membership fees, and overseen by the SEC.
The estimated cost of each of the three core scenarios is summarized in Table 1 below.5,6,7 The
analysis assumes that the type and scope of IA examinations remains unchanged from the
current SEC approach, but that on average, IA firms are examined once every four years, rather
than the current frequency of once every 10-11 years:

The implementation timelines cited in this report are independent of any timelines related to legislative
action.
2
The third recommended option in the SEC Section 914 Study would permit FINRA to examine dual
registrants for compliance with the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 and is examined as an additional
scenario in Section III.3.3.
3
Only the cost of examination is funded via user fees, and the SEC would continue to rely on pre-existing
sources of funds to support other aspects of its administration of the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (SEC
Section 914 Study, p. 25). However, the estimated costs of enforcement are included in Section III.1.2 for
comparative purposes.
4
SROs typically have rulemaking, examination, and enforcement authority. An enforcement mandate is
included along with examination in this analysis, as it is reasonable to assume that an SRO would have
authority to discipline its members. Rulemaking is considered separately in section III.3.1 due to possible
exclusion from an SRO’s mandate.
5
Estimates are modeled and rounded to the nearest $5M in annual cost and therefore may not add up
precisely.
6
Enhanced SEC scenario costs are shown both as incremental OCIE IA costs (i.e., additional IA examiners
needed to achieve the target frequency of examinations) and full OCIE costs (i.e., both existing and
incremental OCIE IA costs).
7
Estimates reflect the direct costs of regulatory operations and not the total cost of compliance to IA
firms.
1
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Table 1:

Enhanced SEC

Enhanced SEC

Estimated range

(incremental OCIE)

(full OCIE)

$6 – 8M
(7)

5

FINRA-IASRO

New-IA SRO

$6 – 8M

$200 – 255M

$255 – 310M

(7)

(230)

(280)

12 – 18 months

18 – 24 months

(mid -point)

Setup costs
Estimated setup time
Ongoing mandate costs

6 – 12 months
$100 – 110M

$240 - 270M

$460 – 510M

$515 – 565M

(105)

(255)

(485)

(540)

$90 – 100M

$95 – 105M

(95)

(100)

SEC oversight of an
SRO costs
Total annual costs

Not required
$100 – 110M

$240 – 270M

$550 – 610M

$610 – 670M

(105)

(255)

(580)

(640)

The estimated costs are described below, and further elaborated on in Section III of the report:
Setup costs8
 Setup of the Enhanced SEC scenario involves the hiring of additional IA examination
staff, and may be achieved in 6-12 months at an estimated cost of $6-8M.
 Setup of a FINRA-IA SRO may be achieved in 12-18 months at an estimated cost of $200255M. A FINRA-IA SRO could leverage some existing infrastructure that supports B-D
oversight activity (e.g., corporate functions, senior management, and potentially some
regional offices).
 Setup of a New-IA SRO may be achieved in 18-24 months at an estimated cost of $255310M. A New-IA SRO is assumed to have no existing infrastructure to leverage.
Ongoing mandate costs9
 Per the SEC Section 914 Study, the ongoing costs of the Enhanced SEC scenario are
limited to examination costs and do not include enforcement costs. Estimated ongoing
examination costs are $240-270M in total or $100-110M more than the current cost of
OCIE's IA examination program.
 Ongoing costs of a FINRA-IA SRO or a New-IA SRO include both examination and
enforcement costs and are estimated at $460-510M and $515-565M, respectively.
Estimated overhead costs per examiner are higher in these two scenarios than in the
Enhanced SEC scenario based on current FINRA overhead costs. The estimated ongoing
mandate cost of a FINRA-IA SRO reflects scale benefits not available to a New-IA SRO.
Costs of SEC oversight of an SRO
 Cost of SEC oversight of an SRO (either FINRA-IA SRO or a New-IA SRO) are estimated
at $90-105M, and includes oversight of SRO examination and enforcement activities.
This activity is not required under the Enhanced SEC scenario.

8
Estimated setup times are the point at which roughly half of examination staff will be hired and the SRO
will begin examination of IAs, based on the reference points cited in Appendix Section IV.4.
9
Ongoing mandate costs are adjusted to allocate the benefits of scale provided by additional IA personnel
to all non-administrative staff across the entire organization to reflect standard accounting practice.
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User fees paid to the SEC and/or membership fees paid to an SRO are assumed to provide the
funding source for setup and ongoing mandate costs; no assumption is made regarding the
source of funding for the costs of SEC oversight of an SRO. Fees are identified in the SEC
Section 914 Study as a potential source of funding. Fees collected during the setup period might
be relied upon to fund the setup costs.
The estimated level of funding and associated average fee per IA firm is indicated in Table 2
below.10 This report does not evaluate the many mechanisms available to collect funds in the
form of fees from the relevant IA population, and does not recommend any specific approach to
setting fees.
Table 2:

Enhanced SEC

Enhanced SEC

Estimated range

(incremental OCIE)

(full OCIE)

FINRA-IA SRO

New-IA SRO

$100 – 110M
(105)

$240 – 270M

$460 – 510M

$515 – 565M

(255)

(485)

(540)

$11,300

$27,300

$51,700

$57,400

(mid-point)

Estimated funding
required for ongoing
mandate costs
Estimated average
annual fee per IA firm
required to fund scenario

It is important to note: Beyond estimating the average fee per IA firm, this report does not
examine the many mechanisms available to collect funds in the form of fees from the relevant
IA population, and does not recommend any specific approach to apportioning fees to IA firms.
Apportionment of fees might be accomplished with a flat or variable fee structure and reflect
firm characteristics such as firm size (e.g., AuM, revenue, number of clients) or firm risk profile
(e.g., custody, investment strategies, types of assets), or a combination of both.11
Beyond the three core scenarios, BCG also examined three additional scenarios:

Rulemaking mandate for an SRO: If full rulemaking authority is added to the FINRA-IA
SRO or New-IA SRO scenarios, the ongoing mandate costs of an SRO are expected to
increase by ~4%, or ~$20M, while also increasing SEC costs for SRO oversight by an
estimated ~$10M.12 Given rulemaking is within the current SEC mandate, this variation
is not relevant to the Enhanced SEC scenario.

Investment Adviser Oversight Act of 2011 draft ("IAO Draft"): If the IAO Draft released
on September 7, 2011, is adopted, then the level of fees payable by smaller firms would
increase beyond estimates in Table 2 under the two SRO scenarios, as ~1,810 currentlyregistered IA firms (16% of the registered IA firm population), with an average of ~$9B
of ADV-reported assets per firm (38% of total ADV-reported assets), would be removed
from the funding base.13
Estimates are modeled and rounded to the nearest $5M in annual cost and to the nearest $100 annual
cost per IA firm, and therefore may not add up precisely.
11
The apportionment formula would be in accordance with any authorizing legislation and may be
delegated to the SEC or an SRO, where applicable.
12
An SRO rulemaking organization is assumed to be similar in size to that of the SEC for IA rulemaking
today.
13
This total does not include ~780 additional private investment fund advisers that will be added in 2012,
as per the Dodd-Frank Act. This scenario assumes that only one SRO is formed, although the IAO Draft
does allow for the creation of one or more SROs. Only IA firms with more than $100M AuM are
10
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Dual-registered IA / B-Ds (third recommended option of the SEC Section 914 Study): If
the IA examination mandate for dual-registered IAs / B-Ds, of which there are ~580, is
assigned to FINRA, while the remaining ~8,860 IA firms are examined by the SEC, the
estimated costs of IA examination are $30M for FINRA and $240M for the SEC. In this
scenario, the average annual fee per IA firm is estimated to be $53,900 for firms under
the jurisdiction of FINRA, and $27,300 for firms under the jurisdiction of an Enhanced
SEC (full OCIE costs). As dually-registered firms are estimated to represent 6% of the IA
population in 2012, shifting examination of these IA firms from the SEC to FINRA is not
expected to result in significant cost savings to the SEC. In this scenario, the estimated
cost of SEC oversight of FINRA's dual-registered IA examination activity is ~$20M.

considered in this calculation, as per the Dodd-Frank Act. Also, while the IAO Draft grants rulemaking
authority to an SRO, the cost of rulemaking was not included in the cost analysis for this scenario to
enable direct comparison across the three core scenarios. The cost increase associated with adding
rulemaking to the IAO Draft scenario is likely comparable to the 4% increase in the core SRO scenarios.
See Section III.3.1 for more details.
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Context and methodology
II.1

Context

As required by Section 914 of the Dodd-Frank Act, the SEC released a study in January 2011 (the
SEC Section 914 Study) that made recommendations to Congress regarding examination of SECregistered IAs. The SEC Section 914 Study examined the growth in the investment adviser
industry over the last six years and the SEC’s challenges in maintaining an acceptable level of
examination frequency of SEC-registered IAs. The Study determined that the anticipated
growth of IAs would outstrip the SEC’s resources absent additional funding. The Study
recommended consideration of three options to ensure more stable and scalable funding for IA
examinations, all of which would require federal legislation before being implemented:




Impose user fees on IAs (to fund the SEC), set at a level appropriate for achieving an
acceptable frequency of IA examinations (by the SEC);
Authorize one or more SROs to examine all SEC-registered IAs, subject to SEC oversight;
or
Permit FINRA to examine dual registrants for compliance with the Investment Advisers
Act of 1940 ("Advisers Act").14

A group of organizations with IA stakeholders commissioned BCG to perform an independent
and objective economic analysis of the recommended options in the SEC Section 914 Study, with
a focus on the first two.
II.2

Objectives

The objective of this report is to perform an independent and objective economic analysis
including an estimate of the level of funding required under each of the recommended options
in the SEC Section 914 Study, with a focus on the first two options.15
The economics of each scenario reflect:


Direct Costs incurred to:
o Setup IA examination infrastructure to achieve an acceptable frequency of
examinations under each scenario and includes the costs of moving from the
current to the estimated IA examination capacity and resource levels, including
physical and technical infrastructure; hiring and training of examiners; associated
overhead; and the initial development of organizational structures and
operational procedures.
o Ongoing IA examination for all scenarios, at an acceptable frequency, and
ongoing enforcement in the FINRA-IA SRO and New-IA SRO scenarios and
includes the costs of salaries and benefits for examiners and support staff;
information technology; real estate expenses; and other overhead items.
o SEC oversight of SRO examination and enforcement activities in the FINRA-IA
SRO and New-IA SRO scenarios and includes recurring annual employee and
overhead costs associated with, for example, examination of an SRO's activities

See footnote 2.
The third recommended option in the SEC Section 914 Study would permit FINRA to examine dual
registrants for compliance with the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 is examined as an additional scenario
in Section II.3.3.
14
15
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as well as some direct SEC examinations and enforcement activities (as is
currently done by the SEC in regard to B-Ds).


II.3

Level of funding and potential fees:
o Level of funding for each scenario is composed of ongoing mandate costs. This
report assumes that the funding will be covered by user fees paid by IA firms to
the SEC or membership fees paid by IA firms to one or more SROs.
o Fees paid by IA firms during the setup period might be used to fund setup costs.
o No assumption is made as to how the costs of SEC oversight of an SRO would be
funded (various options including direct fees and SEC appropriations might be
considered).16
Methodology

BCG conducted an objective and fact-based analysis, drawing on relevant benchmarks and
publicly available cost data (current and historical), research, and other studies and reports to
estimate the setup costs, ongoing mandate costs, and the costs of SEC oversight of SRO
examination and enforcement activity.
BCG validated the analysis with a bottom-up review of the primary cost components. BCG also
conducted more than 40 in-depth interviews with investment advisory firms, relevant industry
organizations, former regulatory officials, and other industry experts to identify, corroborate,
and better inform relevant assumptions and key sensitivities.
The three core scenarios modeled in this report are characterized along four key dimensions:





Regulator options: Which regulatory body should oversee IAs?
o Options: the SEC, a FINRA-IA SRO, or a New-IA SRO
o In the SRO scenarios, the SEC oversees the SRO.
Mandate: What mandate should the regulator possess?
o Options: Examination or examination and enforcement
o In all scenarios, the study assumes the regulator is authorized to examine and the
SEC retains rulemaking authority. In the SRO scenarios, limited rulemaking
authority incidental to the execution of examination or enforcement would likely
be granted.17
o A scenario whereby the SRO is given a full rulemaking mandate is explored in
Section III.3.1.
Jurisdiction: Which IAs will be required to register with the SEC or an SRO?
o Default: IA registration requirement as per the Dodd-Frank Act18
o A variation based on the IAO Draft, which exempts a sub-set of IAs from the
jurisdiction of an SRO based on the type of assets and investors, is examined in
Section III.3.2.

16
Fees are just one potential funding source; we focus on fees in this report as the SEC Section 914 Study
did so.
17
The cost of limited rulemaking incidental to examination and enforcement (e.g., developing data
requests to be deployed during examinations) is assumed to be de minimis and would be subsumed as part
of examination and enforcement costs.
18
Includes IA firms with AuM above $100M plus those below $100M that are registered with the SEC (e.g.,
IA firms with principal offices in New York or Wyoming; those permitted to register with the SEC because
they would otherwise be required to register with 15 or more states). Also includes private investment
fund advisers with AuM of $150M or more.
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Funding: How much funding and what level of fees per IA firm may be required to cover
the cost of ongoing examination and enforcement activities?
o Funding level options: Cover all setup and/or all ongoing mandate costs
o Fee level: Many approaches to apportioning fees to IA firms are available and
will need to be considered. This report estimates the average fee per IA firm for
illustrative purposes.

Based on these dimensions, and informed by the first two recommended options described in
the SEC Section 914 Study, three core scenarios were defined and modeled in this report. The
three core scenarios are:
1. Enhanced SEC: Achieve an acceptable frequency of IA examinations by hiring additional
OCIE staff, funded by user fees;19
2. FINRA-IA SRO: Authorize FINRA, the SRO for B-Ds, to develop an IA SRO with an IA
examination and enforcement mandate,20 funded by membership fees, and overseen by
the SEC; and
3. New-IA SRO: Authorize the creation of a new IA-focused SRO, with an IA examination
and enforcement mandate, funded by membership fees, and overseen by the SEC.
The analysis assumes that the type and scope of IA examinations remains unchanged from the
current SEC approach, but that on average, IA firms are examined once every four years, rather
than the current frequency of once every 10-11 years. The analysis focuses on 2012, and does
not estimate how the number of IAs and the associated ongoing mandate costs to the SEC or to
IAs via user fees or membership fees might change over time.

19
20

See footnote 3.
See footnote 4.
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Economic analysis
III.1 Cost analysis
This section details the direct setup costs, ongoing mandate costs, and the costs of SEC oversight
of an SRO examination and enforcement activity, under each of the three core scenarios.21 The
indirect costs of compliance incurred by IA firms and how indirect costs might vary across the
three core scenarios were not estimated or examined.
III.1.1

Assumptions and inputs

The economic analysis reflects the following inputs and assumptions, which are further
elaborated upon in Appendix Section IV.2-IV.6:









21
22

Size of the IA population to be examined: 9,440 IAs in 2012
o Based on the number of IAs in 2011 adjusted for the estimated impact of the
Dodd-Frank Act and projected growth from 2011 to 2012.
Number of examiners required to achieve the target exam frequency: 787 examiners
o Target exam frequency is once every four years per IA firm on average.
o Rate of exams per examiner per year is assumed to be 3.0, which is the current
average number of IA exams conducted by an SEC examiner per year.
Setup costs are estimated based on benchmarks identified in recent SEC budget
requests and the setup costs of other relevant, similarly located organizations.
Ongoing mandate costs are estimated based on fully loaded costs per examination and
enforcement employee derived from publicly available SEC and FINRA budget data for
2010, adjusted to account for scale and appropriate allocation of any scale benefits.
Costs of SEC oversight of a SRO examination and enforcement activity are estimated
based on current SEC oversight costs for FINRA B-D activity, but reduced by 50% to
reflect reduced complexity of SEC oversight of an SRO in an IA context.22

See Appendix Section IV.1 for more detail.
See Appendix Section IV.6 for more detail.
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Results of cost analysis

The estimated 2012 costs are detailed in Table 3, below:23
Table 3:

SEC

Enhanced SEC

Estimated range (mid-point)

(existing)

(incremental OCIE)

FINRA -IA SRO

New -IA SRO

-

$6-8M (10)
7
3

$200-255M (230)
145 - 185
55 - 70

$255-310M (280)
185 - 225
70 - 85

Ongoing mandate costs:
– Examination
– Enforcement A

$150M
150
60

$100-110M (105)
105
40

$460-510M (485)
355
130

$515-565M (540)
395
145

SEC oversight of an SRO:
– Examination
– Enforcement A

-

-

$90-100M (95)
60
35

$95-105M (100)
65
35

$150M
150
60

$100-110M (105)
105
40

$550-610M (580)
415
165

$610-670M (640)
460
180

Setup costs:
– Examination
– Enforcement A

Total annual costs
(excl. setup):
– Examination
– Enforcement A

A. Examination and enforcement costs are shown inTable 3 for each core scenario to allow for comparison across three core scenarios.
However, please note that in Table 3 under the Enhanced SEC scenario, enforcement costs are not included in the totals (Setup costs,
Ongoing mandate costs, SEC oversight of SRO costs and Total annualcosts), as per SEC Section 914 Study, which referenced user fees
as a potential source of funding for examination costs, but did not similarly reference enforcement costs.

Differences in setup costs across the three core scenarios are driven by the gap between current
and required capabilities and capacity, as well as the time required to set up:






The estimated up-front cost to enhance SEC IA capabilities is $6-8M. Increasing
examiner capacity would drive the majority of the estimated setup costs. The SEC
already holds the IA examination, enforcement, and rulemaking mandates, and the
majority of the effort relates to increasing capacity of existing capabilities. The SEC may
be able to set up in 6-12 months.
FINRA-IA SRO setup costs are estimated at $200-255M. FINRA may be able to set up an
IA SRO in 12-18 months. FINRA does not currently oversee IAs and would need to build
a new and separate IA examination organization. FINRA may be able to leverage parts
of its existing B-D-focused infrastructure (e.g., corporate functions, senior management,
some regional offices).
New-IA SRO setup costs are estimated at $255-310M. A New-IA SRO may be able to set
up in 18-24 months. A New-IA SRO would have no existing infrastructure to leverage,
instead needing to build, acquire, or outsource all capabilities.

Differences in ongoing mandate costs across the three core scenarios are driven by differing
overhead costs and available scale benefits: 24


The incremental OCIE examination costs under the Enhanced SEC scenario are
estimated at $100-110M, bringing total costs of OCIE examination to $240-270M.
Enforcement costs would also likely increase as examination frequency increases.

Estimates are modeled and rounded to the nearest $5M in annual cost and therefore may not add up
precisely.
24
See footnote 9.
23
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Overhead costs on a per-examiner basis under the Enhanced SEC scenario are estimated
to be lower than under the SRO scenarios because current SEC overhead costs are lower
than FINRA's overhead costs. Scale benefits from the existing SEC organization and
infrastructure are estimated, but only a portion of the benefit is attributed to IA
examinations, as the benefits would be shared across the SEC organization.
FINRA-IA SRO ongoing annual examination and enforcement costs are estimated at
$460-510M. Estimated overhead costs are lower than in a New-IA SRO scenario due to
scale advantages resulting from leveraging FINRA's existing B-D infrastructure.
New-IA SRO annual ongoing examination and enforcement costs are estimated at $515565M.

Cost of SEC oversight of an SRO in either SRO scenario are estimated at $90-105M The costs
include oversight of SRO examinations, direct examinations of IAs, and both SEC-initiated and
SRO-referred enforcement actions as well as appeals from an SRO. Costs of SEC oversight of a
FINRA-IA SRO are lower than for a New-IA SRO because the SEC already oversees the FINRA
organization, providing some opportunity to share resources and costs that would not be
available in the New-IA SRO scenario. SEC oversight is not required under the Enhanced SEC
scenario.
III.2 Level of funding and fees
This section describes the estimated level of funding to support the ongoing mandate costs
described in the previous section, at the IA industry- and firm-level through user fees paid to the
SEC or membership fees paid to one or more SROs.
III.2.1

Assumptions and inputs

The estimated level of funding is driven by the ongoing mandate costs, which includes full OCIE
examination costs for the Enhanced SEC scenario, including both baseline and incremental
OCIE staff, and all examination and enforcement costs for a FINRA-IA SRO and a New-IA SRO.
Setup costs are not included in the estimated level of funding, although fees collected during the
setup period might be relied upon to fund the setup costs, similar to the approach used by the
Public Company Accounting Oversight Board ("PCAOB").25 The costs of SEC oversight of an
SRO are also not included in the estimated level of funding. The source of funding for SEC
oversight of an SRO is not examined in this report.

The PCAOB is a nonprofit corporation established by Congress to oversee the audits of public
companies in order to protect the interests of investors and further the public interest in the preparation
of informative, accurate, and independent audit reports.
25

© 2011 The Boston Consulting Group, Inc.

Investment Adviser Oversight: Economic Analysis of Options
III.2.2

14

Results of funding analysis

The estimated level of funding under the three core scenarios are described in Table 4 below,
with both the incremental and full OCIE cost scenarios shown for the Enhanced SEC scenario:26
Table 4:

Enhanced SEC

Enhanced SEC

Estimated range

(incremental OCIE)

(full OCIE)

FINRA-IA SRO

New-IA SRO

$100 – 110M
105
60

$240 – 270M

$460 – 510M

$515 – 565M

255
40

355
130

395
145

$11,300

$27,300

$51,700

$57,400

(mid-point)

Estimated level of funding
(ongoing mandate costs):
– Examination
– Enforcement A

Estimated average annual
fee per IA firm required to
fund scenario

A. Examination and enforcement costs are shown in Table 4 for each core scenario to allow for comparison across three core scenarios.
However, please note that in Table 4 under the Enhanced SEC scenario, enforcement costs are not included in the total "Estimate level of
funding (ongoing mandate costs", as per SEC Section 914 Study, which referenced user fees as a potential source of funding for
examination costs, but did not similarly reference enforcement costs.

It is important to note: Beyond estimating the average fee per IA firm, this report does not
examine the many mechanisms available to collect funds in the form of fees from the relevant
IA population, and does not recommend any specific approach to apportioning fees to IA firms.
Apportionment of fees might be accomplished with a flat or variable fee structure and reflect
firm characteristics such as firm size (e.g., AuM, revenue, number of clients) or firm risk profile
(e.g., custody, investment strategies, types of assets), or a combination of both.27
We estimate the level of funding needed for the FINRA-IA SRO and New-IA SRO scenarios to be
90% and 110% higher than the Enhanced SEC scenario's full OCIE cost scenario, respectively.28

Estimates are modeled and rounded to the nearest $5M in annual cost and to the nearest $100 annual
cost per IA firm, and therefore may not add up precisely.
27
The apportionment formula would be in accordance with any authorizing legislation and may be
delegated to the SEC or an SRO, where applicable.
28
The difference in funding requirements would increase slightly if rulemaking was included in the SRO's
mandate.
26
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III.3 Other scenarios examined
In addition to the three core scenarios, BCG explored three additional scenarios, the latter two
of which are included in Table 5, for comparison against the three core scenarios. For
comparison purposes, full rulemaking authority is not included in the IAO Draft and FINRA
dual-registered scenarios.
Table 5:

Total annual cost, ($M)1
800
640
580

600

100

95
400

355
40
60

200

105

130

145

585
525

75

75

65

30

110

390
20
95

260

305

240

IAO Draft
(FINRA-IA SRO)

IAO Draft
(New-IA SRO)

30

65
95

355

395

FINRA-IA SRO

New-IA SRO

150
25

0
Enhanced SEC

### - cost to be
funded by fee

Estimated average f ee per f irm ($)
# of IA f irms registered with SEC
# of f irms registered with SRO

FINRA (dualregistered IAs)

Enf orcement
(Incremental)

SEC (SRO
oversight)

SEC (SRO
oversight)

SEC (SRO
oversight)

SEC (SRO
oversight)

SEC (SRO
oversight)

Enf (Baseline)

Enf orcement

Enf orcement

SEC (Enf )

SEC (Enf )

SEC (Enf )

Examination
(Incremental)

Inspection

Inspection

SEC (Exam)

SEC (Exam)

SEC (Exam)

SRO (Enf )

SRO (Enf )

SRO (Enf )

SRO (Exam)

SRO (Exam)

SRO (Exam)

Exam (Baseline)
Estimated level of f ee-based
f unding ($M)

10

485

540

355

415

240 & 303

11,300 / 27,300

51,700

57,400

52,100

60,700

27,300 & 53,900

9,440

0

0

2,5902

2,5902

8,860

0

9,440

9,440

6,850

6,850

580

105 /

2554

Note: Numbers may not add up due to rounding error. 1. Total annual cost is def ined as the cost of examination and enf orcement mandates as well as any SEC
IA-SRO oversight costs. 2. Includes IA f irms with >90% AuM attributable to private f unds, mutual f unds, clients with more than $25M in investments, and other type
of IAs as discussed in the draf t of "Investment Adviser Oversight Act of 2011". SRO-exempt f irms include 1,810 currently registered f irms as well as 780 newly
register private f unds. 3. $240M is f unding needed f or SEC-registered f irms (non-dual reg. IAs) and $30M is f unding needed f or FINRA-registered f irms (dual-reg.
IAs). 4. $105M is the f unding need to cover the SEC's incremental examination costs. $255M is the f unding needed to cover the f ull examination costs.

III.3.1

Rulemaking mandate for an SRO

If full rulemaking authority is added to the FINRA-IA SRO or New-IA SRO scenarios, the
ongoing mandate costs of the SRO are expected to increase by ~4%, or ~$20M, while also
increasing SEC oversight of the SRO costs by ~$10M. Given rulemaking is within the current
mandate of the SEC, this variation is not relevant to the Enhanced SEC scenario. Full
rulemaking is differentiated from the limited rulemaking that would be incidental to
examination and enforcement (e.g., developing data requests to be deployed during
examinations), the cost of which is assumed to be de minimis and would be subsumed as part of
examination and enforcement costs.
III.3.2

IAO Draft

If the IAO Draft released on September 7, 2011, is adopted, then the level of fees payable by
smaller firms would increase beyond the estimates in Table in Table 4, under the two SRO
scenarios, as ~1,810 currently registered IA firms (~16% of the registered IA firm population),
with an average of ~$9B of ADV-reported assets per firm (~38% of total ADV-reported assets),
would be removed from the funding base. This does not factor in ~780 private fund advisers
that will be required to register with the SEC in 2012 as a result of the Dodd-Frank Act.
However, those firms are included in the table above for comparative purposes. Only IA firms
with more than $100M AuM are considered in this calculation, as per the Dodd-Frank Act. This
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scenario assumes that only one SRO is formed, although the IAO Draft does allow for the
creation of one or more SROs. Also, while the IAO Draft grants rulemaking authority to an SRO,
the cost of rulemaking was not included in the cost analysis for this scenario to enable direct
comparison to the three core scenarios. The cost increase associated with adding rulemaking to
the IAO Draft scenario is likely comparable to the estimated 4% increase under the core SRO
scenarios.
III.3.3

FINRA jurisdiction over dual-registered IA / B-Ds

This additional scenario is the third recommended option of the SEC Section 914 Study,
whereby the IA examination mandate for dually-registered IAs / B-Ds, of which there will be an
estimated ~580 in 2012, is assigned to FINRA, while the remaining ~8,860 IA firms are examined
by the SEC.
In this scenario, the estimated costs of IA examination are ~$240M for the SEC and ~$30M for
FINRA. The estimated average fee per IA firm is ~$27,300 for IA firms under the jurisdiction of
an Enhanced SEC (full OCIE costs), and ~$53,900 for IA firms under FINRA jurisdiction.
As dually-registered firms are estimated to represent 6% of the IA firm population in 2012,
shifting examination of these IA firms from the SEC to FINRA is not expected to result in
significant cost savings to the SEC. Also, under this additional scenario, the estimated cost of
SEC oversight of FINRA's dual-registered IA examination activity is ~$20M.
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Appendix
This section describes the methodologies and assumptions used in the analyses described in this
report.
IV.1 Description of costs and required level of funding









Setup costs: Includes the costs of moving the organization from the current to the
estimated IA examination capacity and resource levels, including physical and technical
infrastructure; hiring and training of examiners; associated overhead; and the initial
development of organizational structures and operational procedures.
Ongoing mandate costs: Includes the ongoing annual costs of an IA examination
program and the associated costs of enforcement. Ongoing mandate costs include
salaries and benefits for examiners and support staff; information technology; real estate
expenses; and other overhead items.
SEC oversight of an SRO costs: Includes recurring annual employee and overhead costs
associated with, for example, examination of an SRO's activities as well as some direct
SEC examinations and enforcement activities (as is currently done by the SEC in regard
to B-Ds).
Total annual costs: Includes ongoing mandate costs and the costs of SEC oversight of an
SRO, and is referred to as total annual costs.
Level of funding and potential fees: Level of funding for each scenario, is determined by
ongoing mandate costs. This report assumes that the ongoing mandate costs will be
covered by user fees (to the SEC) or membership fees (to one or more SROs). No
assumption is made as to how the costs of SEC oversight of an SRO would be funded
(various options including direct fees and SEC appropriations might be considered).

IV.2 Estimation of the number of SEC-registered IAs in 2012
The 2011 IA population is 11,529 (IAA/NRS Evolution Revolution report). 3,200 IAs with less
than $90M AuM were removed from the population, based on estimates from the SEC Section
914 Study.29 750 private fund-oriented IAs with AuM greater than $150M were added to the
population, based on the Dodd-Frank Act. Subsequently, an annual growth rate of 4% was
applied based on the average 5-year compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for each major IA
AuM segment, which results in a projected population of ~9,440 SEC-registered IAs in 2012.30
IV.3 Estimation of the number of IA examiners needed to meet a target examination rate
The target examination rate is assumed to be once every four years, on average. The current
rate is once every 10-11 years, and the most frequent average examination rate achieved by the
SEC in recent history is once every six years (SEC Section 914 Study). The average examiner
productivity is assumed to be 3.0 examinations per examiner per year, based on the five year
SEC average of 3.0 IA examinations per examiner per year.31 In order to achieve an average
$90M is used due to a buffer below the $100M threshold specified in the SEC Section 914 Study.
IA firms were segmented by AuM into groups, to which the 5-year historical growth rate was calculated
and utilized to project forward from 2011 to 2012, for the AuM segments that will remain in scope.
31
The SEC examination rate of 3.0 is used because it is the best available reference point for the
anticipated productivity level of examiners of IA firms. Examination rate benchmarks from other
organizations were analyzed but, in the end, not included due to incomparability of exam populations,
targeting methodology, scope, and other reasons.
29
30
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examination frequency of once every four years, with examiner productivity of 3.0 examinations
per examiner per year, 787 examiners are required.
IV.4 Estimation of the setup costs for each of the three core scenarios
IV.4.1

Enhanced SEC

The cost of adding incremental examination capacity under the Enhanced SEC scenario was
estimated at $24,000 – 26,000, and was informed by the following:
 SEC 2012 budget request
 Public information regarding costs of other recent moves to Washington, D.C., by
relevant organizations
IV.4.2

New-IA SRO

The setup costs of a New-IA SRO were informed by the following, after adjusting for size and
resource requirements:


PCAOB setup experience, and review of their 2003-2004 budget
o PCAOB took two years to setup before reaching a steady state of ~240 examiners
and 5 offices
o PCAOB costs of $117M, normalized by adjusting cost items, (e.g., salary/benefits,
office space, equipment, IT) for differences in size, scale and time period



Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB July 2011 report) setup experience
o CFPB incurred $60M in costs in its first eight months
o Full setup costs for the CFPB estimated to be ~$125M, resulting in an
organization of ~550 people, or about half of a New-IA SRO, normalized by
adjusting cost items based on differences in size and scale

IV.4.3

FINRA-IA SRO

Interviews with subject matter experts suggested that the setup time for a FINRA-IA SRO would
be roughly 6 months less than for a New-IA SRO. FINRA's ability to leverage existing physical,
technological, and organizational infrastructure, could result in ~20% lower setup costs than for
a New-IA SRO.
IV.5 Estimation of ongoing mandate costs
IV.5.1

Estimation of examination costs

Average examiner salary and benefits are estimated to be ~$189K. Overhead expenses per
examiner are estimated to be ~$134K, or 27% of total SEC overhead expenses, based on the
number of OCIE employees as a percent of total employees. The resulting fully loaded total
average cost per employee was estimated to be ~$323K.
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Estimation of enforcement costs

Interviews with subject matter experts, including former SEC employees, resulted in estimated
costs attributable to IAs of 14% of the Division of Enforcement's total costs and ~7% of the
Division of Investment Management's total costs. Including overhead, this implies a cost per
employee of ~$353K in the Division of Enforcement and ~$363K in the Division of Investment
Management.
Applying the ratio of 2.8 IA examiners per IA enforcement full-time equivalent ("FTE") at the
SEC provides an estimate of the additional enforcement FTEs required to handle an expected
increase in enforcement activity.32
IV.5.3

Estimation of costs specific to a FINRA-IA SRO and a New-IA SRO

Costs associated with a FINRA-IA SRO and a New-IA SRO were informed by the following
 Examination and enforcement employee ratios and salary costs at the SEC
 Overhead cost per examiner at the SEC adjusted to reflect higher ratio of professional
staff to administrative staff at FINRA than at the SEC
 FINRA's 2010 budget of fees (regulatory and user fees) from B-D examiners.
IV.5.4

Estimation of the impact of scale

A scale factor of 19% was applied to the overhead costs of the Enhanced SEC and FINRA-IA SRO
scenarios. The scale factor was derived from BCG benchmarks and analysis of similar
organizations that indicates that, as an organization doubles in size, overhead costs increase by
81%. The scale benefits were shared across the entire organization, so that the scale benefits
attributed to the IA examination costs under the Enhanced SEC and FINRA-IA SRO were only
12% and 40% of the scale-driven savings, respectively.33
The New-IA SRO, starting from a base of zero employees, experiences some scale disadvantage
relative to the SEC and FINRA. The scale disadvantages were measured in relation to FINRA's
current organization size.
IV.6 Estimation of the costs of SEC oversight of an SRO
SEC oversight of FINRA today was used to estimate the costs of SEC oversight in the SRO
scenarios. There are ~380 SEC examiners overseeing roughly 840 FINRA B-D examiners,
indicating a ratio of 2.2 FINRA examiners per SEC oversight examiner.34 IA examinations (and
oversight of those examinations) are likely to be less resource-intensive, on average, than B-D
examinations, so the ratio of examiners per SEC oversight examiner was adjusted accordingly.35

We assume the ratio holds constant rather than assume changes in productivity or operating procedures
related to enforcement.
33
See footnote 9.
34
Includes oversight of operations of an SRO by conducting oversight examinations of the SRO,
considering appeals from sanctions imposed by the SRO, and approving SRO fee changes (SEC Section
914 Study).
35
The SEC is expected to conduct primary investigations of IAs at a lower rate/level than is the case of BDs for two reasons: the SEC already has experience and familiarity with IA examinations as a result of its
current mandate, and IA investigations tend to be less complex than B-D examinations and therefore less
likely to warrant direct SEC involvement in the examination. If, in practice, the SEC conducts more
32
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As such, for a New-IA SRO with 787 examiners, the SEC would need ~178 IA oversight
examiners. Assuming similar average costs for these examiners as well as similar ratios for
enforcement and rulemaking as stated above, the SEC would incur ~$100M in oversight costs.
The costs of overseeing a FINRA-IA SRO are slightly less than for a New-IA SRO, because the
SEC already oversees the FINRA organization.
IV.7 Other scenarios examined
IV.7.1

Rulemaking mandate for an SRO

SRO rulemaking cost estimates were informed by
 SEC rulemaking costs and subject matter expert interviews indicating that
o IA-related rulemaking costs represent ~13% of the costs of the Division of
Investment Management and ~14% of the costs of the General Counsel's office
o Including overhead, per employee costs of ~$363K at the Division of Investment
Management and ~$355K at the General Counsel's office
o SEC IA examiner per IA rule maker ratio of ~15.7
 SRO overhead cost estimates per examiner
Resulting cost estimate for SRO rulemaking is $20M, or ~4% of the estimated ongoing mandate
costs. SEC oversight of SRO rulemaking costs are estimated at ~$10M. In the enhanced SEC
scenario, it is assumed that rulemaking costs would not change.
IV.7.2

IAO Draft

Under the IAO Draft, certain IAs would be excluded from the requirement to register with an
SRO, and instead would be required to register with the SEC. The exclusion applies to all IA
firms with 90% or more of their assets under management attributable to one or more of the
following client types:

Registered investment companies;

Advisers to non-US clients;

Clients with more than $25,000,000 in investments;

3(c)(10) funds (e.g., charitable trusts);

3(c)(11) funds (e.g., DB and DC plans);

Private funds (e.g. hedge funds and private equity funds); and

Venture capital funds.
An estimated ~1,810 currently registered IA firms (~16% of SEC-registered IAs), with an average
of ~$9B of ADV-reported assets per firm (~38% of total ADV-reported assets), would be removed
from the funding base. This does not factor in ~780 private fund advisers that are required to
register with the SEC in 2012 as a result of the Dodd-Frank Act.36
The level of funding needed for a FINRA-IA SRO is estimated at ~$435M and for a New-IA SRO
at ~$485M. This estimate does not include the costs of rulemaking that is granted to an SRO in
the IAO Draft, to enable direct comparison to the three core scenarios. The estimated funding
primary investigations of IAs than assumed in this analysis, then the costs of SEC oversight of an SRO will
be higher than the current estimate.
36
The ~750 private investment fund advisers estimated by the SEC in 2011 plus another 30 from normal
annual growth in firm count.
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level is slightly below the estimated funding level in the core SRO scenarios because of the
exclusion of the ~1,810 IA firms described above. The resulting estimated average user fee per
IA firm is ~$51,810 for a FINRA-IA SRO and ~$58,500 for a New-IA SRO.
While reduction in the IA firm population would reduce the costs of IA examination for an SRO,
and estimated average fees per IA firm would not change significantly, the membership fees
paid by the remaining IA firms would increase by ~20% if apportioned on a per AuM basis.
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BCG designed the questions for the survey, managed its execution, and analyzed the results. The survey was administered
online in November 2011. A survey link was distributed via email to the targeted population of IAs. 424 survey responses were
received. The profile of respondents was compared to the US IA population to ensure adequate representation across relevant
IA sub-segments.
sub segments.
The BCG team involved in this effort was not involved in any prior BCG work for related organizations. Further, the BCG team
conducted this analysis independently of any prior related work performed by the firm. The SEC and the Financial Industry
Regulatory Authority ("FINRA") were not interviewed or consulted as part of this effort. They did not provide any input, feedback
or guidance on the materials or on the analysis contained in this report
report.
The results contained in this document reflect the views of the survey respondents only. This report, any statement made
therein, or any statements made by BCG or by any other organization regarding this report, does not constitute a BCG
endorsement or recommendation of any of the specific IA oversight scenarios referenced in this report or of any specific
approach to IA oversight more generally
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such.
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n

40

20
26%
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Respondents (%)

Is your firm registered with FINRA as a
broker-dealer? (n=424)

110
0

Firm Size

IAO-Survey-Results-05Dec11-vf.pptx

Dual Registration
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Respondent profile (II)
Respondent Client Mix: Institutional Clients

Respondent Roles

Does your firm advise institutional clients (e.g., mutual funds,
hedge funds, private investment funds, venture capital funds)
and/or individuals with total investments of at least $25 million?
If you answered "Yes" to the above question, what % of your
firm's AuM are owned by institutional clients and/or individuals with
total investments of at least $25 million? (n=424)
100

Respondents (%)

4%
2%

5%
80
22%
60

40

2%
1%

>90%

n
16

76-89%

6

51-75%

6

25-50%

7

<25%

22

Don’t Know

95

No

272

50

47%
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Respondents (%)

What is your role at your firm?
Please select all that apply. (n=424)

40
34%
31%
30

20

16%

64%
20

9%

10
3%

0

0
Chief
General
CEO /
President Compliance Counsel
Officer

Institutional Clients

#=

199

132

13

p
IA Rep

144

p
B-D Rep

37

Other

69

Note: Sum of responses exceeds 424, as many respondents selected more than one role
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Respondent profile (III)
Respondent engagement level
How actively have you followed the ongoing discussions surrounding
regulatory oversight of investment advisers? (n=424)
n

Respondents (%)
100

2%
13%

Never

24%

Once/month

25%

Once/2 weeks 107

37%

Once/week

Once or twice

7
53

80
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100

60

40

20

157

0
Engagement Frequency
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User/membership fee scenarios provided to respondents
depending on respondent firm size
SEC vs. FINRA-IA SRO

IAO-Survey-Results-05Dec11-vf.pptx

SEC

FINRA-IA SRO

<$30M

$160

$210

$30M - $100M

$350

$460

$100M - $500M

$1,600

$2,100

$500M - $1B

$4,000

$5,250

$1B - $5B

$16,000

$21,000

$5B - $25B

$80,000

$105,000

$25B - $50B

$200,000

$262,500

$50B+

$265 000
$265,000

$350 000
$350,000

Copyright © 2011
1 by The Boston Consultin
ng Group, Inc. All rights re
eserved.

Respondent Firm Size, AuM

5

Respondent preference for SEC vs. FINRA-IA SRO
All respondents
Base case: Given the following annual user/membership fees, would you personally
prefer the SEC or FINRA as the inspection/examination body for your firm? (n=424)

81% express preference for SEC

19% express preference for FINRA-IA SRO

After base: If the annual fees for the SEC were higher, while
the annual fees for FINRA remained the same, would your
preference shift from the SEC to FINRA? (n=345)

After base: If the annual fees for FINRA were higher, while
the annual fees for the SEC remained the same, would your
preference shift from FINRA to the SEC? (n=79)

Responses (%)
100

81%
(345)

68%
(287)

58%
(246)

48%
(205)

Responses (%)
100
How to read: 4% would still prefer a FINRA-IA SRO
as their inspection/examination body even if the
membership fees for a FINRA-IA SRO were 3 times
the user fees charged by the SEC

46%
(196)
50

50

0

19%
(79)

15%
(63)

Base case

1.5x

8%
(36)

5%
( )
(22)

4%
(17)

2.5x

3.0x

0
Base case

1.5x

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

SEC price multiple vs. FINRA-IA SRO
ME (+/-)=
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How to read: 46% would still prefer the SEC as
their inspection/examination body even if the SEC
users fees were 3 times the membership fees
charged by a FINRA-IA SRO

3.7%

4.9%

5.2%

5.3%

5.3%

2.0x

FINRA-IA SRO price multiple vs. SEC
ME (+/-)=

3.7%

7.8%

6.2%

4.9%

4.3%

How to read: At a 95% confidence level, between 77.3% and 84.7% of the surveyed
population prefer the SEC over a FINRA-IA SRO as their examination/inspection body
Note: Respondents were initially asked to select the SEC or FINRA at a base case, after which they were queried about their willingness to pay for the previously selected organization at
increasing relative price levels. Margin of error (ME) was calculated at the 95% confidence level.
Source: BCG IA Survey (2011)
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Respondent preference for SEC vs. FINRA-IA SRO
>$100M AuM respondents
Base case: Given the following annual user/membership fees, would you personally
prefer the SEC or FINRA as the inspection/examination body for your firm? (n=230)

82% express preference for SEC

18% express preference for FINRA-IA
FINRA IA SRO

After base: If the annual fees for the SEC were higher, while
the annual fees for FINRA remained the same, would your
preference shift from the SEC to FINRA? (n=188)

After base: If the annual fees for FINRA were higher, while
the annual fees for the SEC remained the same, would your
preference shift from FINRA to the SEC? (n=42)

100

82%
(188)

67%
(155)

How to read: 45% would still prefer the SEC as
their inspection/examination body even if the SEC
users fees were 3 times the membership fees
charged by a FINRA-IA SRO
58%
(133)

48%
(110)

Responses (%)
100
How to read: 4% would still prefer a FINRA-IA SRO
as their inspection/examination body even if the
membership
p fees for a FINRA-IA SRO were 3 times
the user fees charged by the SEC

45%
(104)

50

50
17%
(40)

18%
(42)
18%

17%

0

0
Base case

1.5x

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

Base case

SEC price multiple vs. FINRA-IA SRO
ME (+/-)=
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Responses (%)

5.0%

6.7%

7.1%

7.1%

7.1%

1.5x

10%
(24)

6%
(14)

4%
(10)

10%

6%

4%

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

FINRA-IA SRO price multiple vs. SEC
ME (+/-)=

5.0%

11.5%

9.3%

7.2%

6.2%

How to read: At a 95% confidence level, between 77% and 87% of the surveyed
population prefer the SEC over a FINRA-IA SRO as their examination/inspection body
Note: Respondents were initially asked to select the SEC or FINRA at a base case, after which they were queried about their willingness to pay for the previously selected organization at
increasing relative price levels. Margin of error (ME) was calculated at the 95% confidence level.
Source: BCG IA Survey (2011)
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User/membership fee scenarios provided to respondents
depending on respondent firm size

FINRA-IA SRO vs. New-IA SRO

IAO-Survey-Results-05Dec11-vf.pptx

FINRA-IA SRO

New-IA SRO

<$30M

$210

$250

$30M - $100M

$460

$550

$100M - $500M

$2,100

$2,500

$500M - $1B

$5,250

$6,300

$1B - $5B

$21,000

$25,200

$5B - $25B

$105,000

$126,000

$25B - $50B

$262,500

$315,000

$50B+

$350 000
$350,000

$420 000
$420,000

Copyright © 2011
1 by The Boston Consultin
ng Group, Inc. All rights re
eserved.

Respondent Firm Size, AuM

8

Respondent preference for FINRA-IA SRO vs. New-IA SRO
All respondents
Base case: Given the following annual user/membership fees, would you personally prefer FINRA-IA SRO
or a new IA-specific SRO as the inspection/examination body for your firm? (n=424)

25% express preference for FINRA-IA SRO

After base: If the annual fees for the SRO were higher, while
the annual fees for FINRA remained the same, would your
preference shift from the SRO to FINRA? (n=317)

After base: If the annual fees for FINRA were higher, while
the annual fees for the SRO remained the same, would your
preference shift from FINRA to the SRO? (n=107)

Responses (%)

Responses (%)

100

100
75%
(317)

70%
(297)

60%
(256)

53%
(224)

48%
(203)

50

50

25%
(107)
8%
(35)

0

4%
(18)

3%
(13)

3%
(12)

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

0
Base case

1.5x

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

Base case

New-IA SRO price multiple vs. FINRA-IA SRO
ME (+/-)=
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75% express preference for New-IA SRO

4 1%
4.1%

5 0%
5.0%

5 4%
5.4%

5 5%
5.5%

5 5%
5.5%

1.5x

FINRA-IA SRO price multiple vs. New-IA SRO
ME (+/-)=

4 1%
4.1%

5 2%
5.2%

3 8%
3.8%

3 3%
3.3%

3 1%
3.1%

Note: Respondents were initially asked to select FINRA or a new IA-specific SRO at a base case, after which they were queried about their willingness to pay for the previously selected
organization at increasing relative price levels. Margin of error (ME) was calculated at the 95% confidence level.
Source: BCG IA Survey (2011)
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Respondent preference for FINRA-IA SRO vs. New-IA SRO
>$100M AuM respondents
Base case: Given the following annual user/membership fees, would you personally prefer FINRA-IA
SRO or a new IA-specific SRO as the inspection/examination body for your firm? (n=230)

73% express preference for New-IA SRO

27% express preference for FINRA-IA SRO

After base: If the annual fees for the SRO were higher, while
the annual fees for FINRA remained the same, would your
preference shift from the SRO to FINRA? (n
(n=167)
167)

After base: If the annual fees for FINRA were higher, while
the annual fees for the SRO remained the same, would your
preference shift from FINRA to the SRO? (n=63)
(n 63)

Responses (%)

Responses (%)
100

73%
(167)

69%
(159)

57%
(131)

50%
(114)

50

43%
(98)

50

27%
(63)
10%
(22)

0

5%
(12)

3%
(8)

3%
(8)

2.0x

2.5x

3.0x

0
Base case

1.5x

2.0x

2.5x

Base case

3.0x

New-IA SRO price multiple vs. FINRA-IA SRO
ME (+/
(+/-)=
)
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100

5 8%
5.8%

7 0%
7.0%

7 5%
7.5%

7 6%
7.6%

7 5%
7.5%

1.5x

FINRA-IA SRO price multiple vs. New-IA SRO
ME (+/-)=
( /)

5.8%

7.3%

5.5%

4.5%

4.5%

Note: Respondents were initially asked to select FINRA or a new IA-specific SRO at a base case, after which they were queried about their willingness to pay for the previously selected
organization at increasing relative price levels. Margin of error (ME) was calculated at the 95% confidence level.
Source: BCG IA Survey (2011)
IAO-Survey-Results-05Dec11-vf.pptx
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Dually registered broker-dealer respondent preferences
All dually registered broker-dealer respondents

50% of dually registered B-D respondents prefer
a FINRA-IA SRO over a New-IA SRO

Base: Given the following annual fees, would you personally
prefer the SEC or FINRA as the inspection/examination
body for your firm? (n=74)

Base: Given the following annual fees, would you personally
prefer FINRA-IA SRO or a new IA-specific SRO as the
inspection/examination body for your firm? (n=74)

R
Responses
(%)

R
Responses
(%)

100

100

50

50
61
39

0

ME (+/-)=

50

50

FINRA-IA SRO

New-IA SRO

11.4%

11.4%

Copyright © 2011
1 by The Boston Consultin
ng Group, Inc. All rights re
eserved.

61% of dually registered B-D respondents
express
p
preference
p
for SEC over FINRA-IA SRO

0
SEC

FINRA-IA SRO

11.1%

11.1%

ME (+/-)=

Note: Respondents were initially asked to select the SEC or FINRA at a base case, after which they were queried about their willingness to pay for the previously selected organization at
increasing relative price levels. Margin of error (ME) was calculated at the 95% confidence level.
Source: BCG IA Survey (2011)
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