
Hello, 
 
Regarding the Proposed Ecemptive Order Granting a Conditional Exemption from the Broker 
Registration Requirements: 
 
3.)   I do think it would help to have some clarification to the definition of Qualified Provider. For 
example, the way I read the definition now it appears Registered Investment Advisers would 
clearly qualify.  However, on page 11 of the proposal it states “The proposed exemption thus 
would not be available in transactions involving retail investors…”.  Today RIAs can be put in 
orders to broker/dealers for new issues during the retail order period sometimes. I’m not sure if 
this would qualify these RIA orders as retail and thus they wouldn’t be able to participate in 
these direct offerings. RIAs should definitely be allowed to participate and I believe they are 
intended to be included but some clarification could be used to make it more clear. 
 
6.)   No, the Commission shouldn’t limit the exemption to direct placements of a specific size. 
This rule should be based on making the municipal bond market more efficient for borrowers 
and investors. The smaller issuers deserve to participate in all the benefits this rule will provide 
just as much as the larger issuers. I believe this rule will lower costs for issuers and so not 
allowing smaller issuers to be included would equate to an added fee the small guys have to 
pay relative to the big guys.    
 
7.)   No, I don’t think the exemption for municipal advisors with respect to direct placements 
should come with a rule that prohibits solicitation. Market participants need to be aware when 
this rule goes into effect and if some form of advertising needs to take place to make that 
happen I think it should be allowed.  However, I’m not sure how much solicitation needs to take 
place. As investors we should be looking for the best price to buy bonds. If direct placements 
are that place participants should use them. This rule should lower costs for issuers and 
investors so I expect them to consider using it. There may be a hurdle to get over initially to 
make people aware of the option but in the long run this should be commonplace.  
 
11.)   I’m fairly indifferent about the need for more written disclosures.  Using your example it 
might beneficial for some investors to know that they can still use a registered broker/dealer if 
they choose to.  I imagine some investors might see this rule go into effect and have this 
question so it would be beneficial.   
 
12.)   Yes, the exemption should be expanded to include transactions in which multiple qualified 
providers purchase portions of the entire municipal securities offering directly from the 
issuer.  The whole idea of this rule should be to make the municipal bond market better for both 
issuers and investors. Without allowing investors to buy portions we’re hurting both them and 
the issuers. Direct placements will lower costs for issuers while also allowing investor to capture 
more yield than they currently do. However, if you force investors to only participate in direct 
placements in an all or nothing fashion we’ll be leaving benefits for both investors and issuers 
on the table.  If an investors is forced to choose all or nothing when investing in direct 
placements then some are likely to pass on deals when they want a only a portion of the 
securities being offered. If you let investors participate in portions they are more likely bid up 
certain portions of offerings they value more, leading to lower costs for issuers.  Today, when 
going through a broker/dealer to indicate on new issuers investors can indicate for just portions 
of the entire offering. This whole exemption rule should be put in place to open up the municipal 
bond market to all participants equally and let them compete.  
 



13.)   I’m not sure how much of direct placements today are resold in the secondary market but 
it should definitely be allowed. I don’t see a good reason for not opening up the new issue 
market to more potential initial buyers so that we can trim unnecessary costs from the 
system.  Not allowing direct placements to be sold in the secondary market disincentivizes 
investors from participating in them and would undermine what should be the whole goal of this 
proposed rule.  Direct placements should be DTC eligible just like any other new offerings and 
should be allowed to be traded the same way any other municipal bond is allowed to today. As 
a buyside participant investing money for clients, I should be able to raise cash, whether it be for 
a funding need of my client or a strategic portfolio move, by selling a directly placed bond the 
same way I could with any other bond. 
 
17.)   The proposed exemption would change the competitive landscape.  For brokers it would 
be mostly negative. This rule would help open up the protective fencing guarding brokers 
dominance in underwriting new issuance. But that is the way it should be. We should care about 
the borrowers and lenders and this rule would be good for both. Brokers will stick around if they 
can prove their value in the system, if not they shouldn’t be there. Right now I don’t believe they 
are forced prove their worth in many circumstance and add unnecessary costs a lot of the 
time.  I suppose this rule will be mostly positive for municipal advisors. For one thing it should 
help lower costs for their clients which is good for them. 
 
Lastly, I would like to outline based off my experiences as a portfolio manager at a Registered 
Investment Adviser, how this rule would impact the market. Before learning of this proposed rule 
I had reached out to a couple municipal advisers in my area asking them if I could participate in 
bidding directly on new issuances. The responses I got were unclear. One said they didn’t know 
but if I did I might not be able to have DTC registered securities. Another said they didn’t believe 
I could because I was not a broker/dealer. I haven’t thought of or had any sound logic explained 
to me why I cannot participate and why I can’t get the same exact DTC eligible, electronically 
registered securities I get passed to me today when I indicate on new issues through a 
broker.  Quite frankly it appears the only thing stopping this is that this is not how it has been 
done in the past.  That is ridiculous. As  participants in the market we should all be looking to 
make the market better for the investors and borrowers.  It seems like a no brainer that allowing 
all participants, buy-side and sell-side, to compete equally in new issuance deals will help lower 
costs for borrowers and allow investors to lend at higher rates than they do today.  In my opinion 
this rule doesn’t go far enough in opening up the municipal bond market.  As a schooled 
investor I do not need a broker/dealer to pass along new issuance notices to me that they get 
from the issuer or their advisers and then collect my indications and send them back to the 
issuer or its adviser. Maybe when the world was less connected I needed that but I don’t 
today.  There is a lot of waste in that.      
 
Thank you, 
Eric 
 
Eric Alvito 
Senior Fixed Income Portfolio Manager 
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