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100 F Street NE
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RE:

Transaction Fee Pilot for NMS Stocks
File No. S7-05-18

Dear Mr. Fields:
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Securities and Exchange
Commission’s (the “Commission”) above-referenced proposal to conduct a pilot program to
assess how exchange transaction fees and rebates affect market quality for national market
system (“NMS”) stocks (the “Pilot”). The Capital Group Companies (“Capital Group”) is a
global asset management firm with offices in Europe, Asia and the Americas. Through our
investment management subsidiaries, we actively manage assets in various collective
investment vehicles and institutional client separate accounts globally. The vast majority of
these assets consist of the American Funds family of mutual funds, which are U.S. regulated
investment companies distributed through financial intermediaries and held by individuals
and institutions across different types of accounts.
We would first like to commend the Commission on its efforts to evaluate and
improve equity trade execution and market quality for investors. Capital Group has been a
strong advocate for equity market structure improvements, including the study of the impact
that rebates have on the microstructure of equity markets.1 We strongly support the
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Commission’s proposal to conduct the Pilot to assess how transaction-based fees and
rebates affect order routing behavior, execution quality and market quality for NMS stocks.
We believe that the analysis of the Pilot results will lead to more focused discussions on the
desirable changes to the existing regulatory regime. However, we also believe that some
minor modifications will help to more effectively and comprehensively achieve the objective
of the Pilot.
Over the past few decades, the securities market structure has evolved as a result of
technological innovations and the Commission’s rulemaking, including Rule 601(c) under
Regulation NMS, which was adopted to encourage market competition and lower execution
costs for the benefit of investors. While largely successful, we believe one of the unintended
consequences of the financial evolution was the emergence of the “maker-taker” fee model
where an exchange pays a liquidity provider a per-share rebate and charges a liquidity taker
a per-share access fee.
The “maker-taker” model, as well as the inverted, “taker-maker” model, have become
a growing concern for investors because the pricing scheme impacts broker-dealers’ order
routing practices. These pricing models present broker-dealers with a potential conflict of
interest. A broker-dealers’ duty to pursue best execution could be compromised when their
trading venue decision is driven by the economic incentive to minimize access fees paid and
maximize rebates received. To maximize their profit in executing customers’ orders, brokerdealers are incentivized to route orders to non-exchange trading centers to avoid the higher
access fees that exchanges charge to subsidize the rebates they offer. This order routing
practice has resulted in the proliferation of Alternative Trading Systems (“ATSs”) in the
market. Our internal trade analysis suggests that execution quality may be negatively
impacted when broker-dealers’ routing decisions are made to minimize access fees.
Moreover, the market has seen numerous cases of inadequate disclosures and improper
arrangements made between market makers and ATSs that may disadvantage institutional
clients.2
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Other unintended consequences of the market evolution include information leakage
and the distortion of price discovery process. Like all investment activities, market-making is a
risk-reward tradeoff. Historically, the compensation for taking the risk of making a market was
the spread between the bid and the offer. However, rebates paid to liquidity providers in the
maker-taker fee scheme effectively offers a subsidy to market makers who may encounter
adverse selection. The rebate subsidy reduces the risk associated with making markets and
allows market makers to develop strategies to determine imbalances in supply and demand,
which, in turn, will inform their future decisions on providing or taking liquidity. For example,
we believe entering and cancelling orders in milliseconds distorts the true supply and
demand price discovery process.
In light of the above, we strongly support the Pilot and offer the following comments
on specific aspects of the Pilot.
Applicable Trading Centers
We agree with the Commission’s assessment that the Pilot should apply to all equity
exchanges, including the inverted, “taker-maker” model, thus treating all similarly situated
exchanges equally. This is critically important in determining what impact the reduction of
access fees or the elimination of rebates will have on order routing practices. However, as
discussed above, we believe that lowering the access fee caps in the Pilot will effectively limit
the rebates paid by trade centers to attract liquidity, which could undermine the
competitiveness of exchanges relative to ATSs. While we agree with the Commission’s
assessment that including ATSs in the Pilot may not be practicable and expose the Pilot to
unwarranted complexities, we strongly encourage the Commission to consider including
ATSs in Test Group 3 so that the “no-rebate” limits are applied to ATSs. This would allow
ATSs to continue their operation without being subject to new reporting obligations while
leveling the playing field for all trading centers. If ATSs are excluded from Test Group 3, as
currently proposed by the Commission, we believe that the Pilot may increase the order flow
into ATSs as broker-dealers may be incentivized to route orders to ATSs in order to receive
the rebates available at these venues.
Pilot Design
We support the overall pilot design as proposed and commend the Commission’s
decision to include in the program Test Group 3 which prohibits rebates and linked pricing
incentives. As discussed above, we believe rebates funded by access fees have created a
conflict of interest for broker-dealers in their routing practices. Though we are aware that
other market participants have argued that a reduction in access fees would achieve the
objective of the Pilot, we strongly believe that the “no-rebate” Test Group 3 will generate
data about how market quality changes in the absence of rebates. Without Test Group 3,
exchanges may still manage to create pricing structure that subsidizes liquidity providers or
takers, obfuscating the market data the Commission seeks to analyze.

3

Data Analysis
We support the elements of data that the Commission proposes to collect through the
Pilot. However, we urge the Commission to provide additional detail on how the Commission
intends to analyze the data and assess the impact of access fees and rebates on market
quality. Further, we strongly encourage the Commission to articulate how it plans to measure
the success of the Pilot. If helpful, Capital Group would be glad to participate in efforts to
identify the metrics for measuring the impact on market quality, including routing patterns,
distribution of order flow among venues and quote spreads, as well as the success criteria.
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We truly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Pilot and applaud the
ongoing work of the Commission and its continuing efforts to provide a fair, transparent, and
well regulated marketplace. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please feel
free to contact Matt Lyons at
.

Sincerely,
Matt D. Lyons

U.S. Regional Equity Trading Manager
The Capital Group Companies

Global Equity Trading Manager
The Capital Group Companies
Senior Vice President
Capital Research and Management
Company
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