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Mr. Brent J. Fields

Secretary

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE

Washington, DC 20549

Re: Investment Company Liquidity Disclosure
File No. S7-04-18

Dear Mr. Fields:

The Asset Management Group (th®MIG ") of the Securities Industry and Financial Markets
Association (SIFMA™)! appreciates the opportunity to provide commenthéoUnited States Securities
and Exchange Commission (th€dmmissiorf) on the Commission’s proposed amendments tooitsi$
designed to improve the reporting and disclosurkgafdity information by registered open-end
investment companies (th&foposal’).?

We strongly support the Proposal. We believe thatCommission’s proposal to replace public
disclosure of certain liquidity classification datported on Form N-PORT with narrative disclosure
about the operation and effectiveness of the fuligigdity risk management program in its annual
report will, as intended, enhance investor undedsig of fund liquidity and improve fund reportiagnd
disclosure of liquidity informatiof. We also support the proposed additional charmdgutidity

1 SIFMA AMG is the voice for the buy side within tlsecurities industry and broader financial markets,
which serves millions of individual and institut@ninvestors as they save for retirement, education
emergencies, and other investment needs and gdals.AMG’s members represent U.S. asset
management firms whose combined assets under maeagexceed $40 trillion. The clients of AMG
member firms include, among others, registeredstmrent companies, separate accounts, ERISA plans,
and state and local government pension funds. nd@mbers represent a significant and representative
cross section of the registered open-end investw@npanies that are the subject of the Proposal.

2 Investment Company Liquidity Disclosure, Releblge IC-33046 (Mar. 14, 2018), 83 Fed. Reg. 11905
(Mar. 19, 2018) (théProposing Release].

3 As in the Proposing Release, we tismd” to include open-end management companies, inajudin

exchange-traded fund$5TFs” ) registered as open-end management companiespanalude money
market funds.
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reporting requirements, which would permit fundséport multiple classifications for a single potith
holding under certain circumstances and requirertigg of information on cash and cash equivalents,
although we recommend certain adjustments to thoggosals, which we discuss below.

I. Introduction and Executive Summary
A. Background — Rule 22e-4 and the Current Disclase Requirements

On October 13, 2016, the Commission adopted Ruted2fRule 22e-4" or the“Rule” ) under the
Investment Company Act of 19401040 Act”), which requires each fund to adopt and implenaent
written liquidity risk management program that éasonably designed to assess and manage itstiquidi
risk (“Liquidity Risk Program ” or “Program”).4 As part of the Program, each fund, other than<€ETF
that are In-Kind ETFs within the meaning of the &umust classify each of the fund’s portfolio
investments in one of four liquidity categories“buckets,” as a highly liquid investment, moderately
liquid investment, less liquid investment, or illig investment.

At the same time, the Commission adopted new FofRORT, which requires funds to electronically
file with the Commission monthly portfolio investntanformation in structured data format. In
connection with the adoption of Rule 22e-4, the @wgion incorporated into Form N-PORT a
requirement that funds subject to the classificatEguirement must report the liquidity classifioat
category of each portfolio investment on a nonmubdsis. In addition, Form N-PORT requires those
funds to publicly report the aggregate percentdgbenr portfolio investments that are classifiedeach
of the four categories’Rortfolio Classification Data” ). Under Form N-PORT as adopted, a fund’s
Portfolio Classification Data reported for the ¢hmonth of its fiscal quarter would become publicly
available 60 days after the end of the fiscal qrarf~Form N-PORT also requires funds subject to the
classification requirement to report the percentaigidne fund’s highly liquid investments that itsha
segregated to cover or pledged to satisfy margjnirements in connection with derivatives transanti
that are classified as moderately liquid investselass liquid investments, and illiquid investnsent
(“Derivatives Classification Data”). The Derivatives Classification Data would beegpublicly
available on the same basis as the Portfolio Gieson Data.

The Commission reached its determination to ma&ePirtfolio Classification Data public based on its
belief that such data would assist investors iningakavestment decisions. As the Commission stated
adopting the Rule:

We expect that many investors will use liquiditpoeting information to better understand the
liquidity risks associated with a particular fura fpurposes of making more informed

4 Investment Company Liquidity Risk Management Paogs, Release Nos. 33-10233, IC-32315 (Oct. 13,
2016), 81 Fed. Reg. 82142 (Nov. 18, 2016) (théopting Release”).

5 An‘“In-Kind ETF" is defined as an ETF that meets redemptions thranind transfers of securities,
positions, and assets other thadeaninimis amount of cash and that publishes its portfoliings daily.
Rule 22e-4(a)(9).
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investment decisions and will benefit from aggregatormation about a fund’s overall
liquidity.®

B. Summary of the Proposal and AMG Comments

This section summarizes each element of the Prbposkbriefly states AMG’s comment on that
element. A full discussion of AMG’s comments ahd teasons therefor is set forth in Section II.

1. Alternative Disclosure Proposal

The Commission is proposing a new requirement fihads disclose information about the operation and
effectiveness of their Liquidity Risk Programs Ineit annual reports to shareholders. This naeativ
disclosure would replace the current requiremeritdarm N-PORT that funds publicly disclose the
Portfolio Classification Data. As part of this qooment of the Proposal, the Derivatives Classificat
Data would still be reported to the Commission annfr N-PORT but would not be made publicly
available.

The proposal to rescind the requirement for putiibclosure of Portfolio Classification Data is bdem
concerns about the potential for that informatierconfuse and mislead investors, without providing
investors with information that is useful to theivestment decision-making as the Commission had
intended. While similar concerns had been voiaathd the comment process leading up to adoption of
the current requirements, experience gained by thetlindustry and the staff during the process of
implementing Rule 22e-4 has heightened these casid®r demonstrating, as a practical matter, the ful
extent of the subjectivity and variability of thiassification data generated by the Rule 22e-4
classification process.

SIFMA AMG Comment. AMG strongly supports the Commission’s altevelisclosure proposal.
We believe that narrative disclosure in fund anmepbrts is a far better way to provide investoith w
useful and accessible information about fund ligyithan public reporting of Portfolio Classificati
Data on Form N-PORT in structured format, and as/diee dangers of confusing and misleading
investors inherent in the Form N-PORT approach.

2. Multiple Classification Categories

The Commission is proposing amendments to Form R-P@at would allow funds the option of
splitting a portfolio holding into more than onassification category in three specified circumsésn
The three specified circumstances involve: (1)edifig classifications among sub-advisers; (2) difte
liquidity features of holdings within a single pian; and (3) “proportionality,” which as proposesfers

6  Adopting Releasesupra note 4, at 82197.
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to classification of a position based on a salthefentire position, rather than reasonably arsteg
trading size.

SIFMA AMG Comment. AMG supports the multiple classification categprgposal, with two
proposed adjustments. First, AMG recommends tietproportionality” option be revised to permit
reporting of multiple categories based on reasgnablicipated trading size. Second, AMG requests
clarification that classification in multiple categes as permitted by Form N-PORT for all three
circumstances identified is contemplated under Rake-4, as well.

3. Reporting of Cash and Cash Equivalents

The Commission is proposing to add to Form N-PORIew requirement that registrants report as a
separate item their holdings of cash and cash algmits (other than cash equivalents otherwise treghor
on Form N-PORTY. This information reported for the third monthtbé fund’s fiscal quarter would
become publicly available 60 days after the enthefquarter.

SIFMA AMG Comment. AMG supports the addition of the reporting requomient, as the Commission
believes that it will provide useful information ke Commission as a regulator. AMG believes,
however, that from an investor's perspective tlag istandalone disclosure item (which will aggregate
some but not all types of cash equivalents) wablléo confusion, rather than enhance investor
understanding of either fund liquidity or risksgeneral. Accordingly, we recommend that it not be
made publicly available.

C. Future Commission Actions

The Proposing Release also discusses, and in dothe questions posed requests comment on, possible
future actions by the Commission and its staff. sMsignificantly, the Proposing Release notes tifiat
Department of the Treasury, in its 2017 Asset Manant and Insurance Report, highlighted the
importance of robust liquidity risk management pargs, but recommended that the Commission
embrace a “principles-based approach to liquidgk management rulemaking and any associated
bucketing requirements.” The Commission has afitedomment on whether there are advantages to
the approach that Treasury recommends; if so, atiditional steps the Commission should consider to
shift toward a principles-based approach; and teneto which funds have already implemented the
existing classification requirement.

SIFMA AMG Comment. AMG believes, based on the lessons learned flenexperience of
implementing the existing classification requiremehat there would be significant advantages to a
principles-based approach, and recommends th&wfoy adoption of the current Proposal, the
Commission propose and seek public comment onaiegldhe current classification requirement with a

7 As in the Proposing Releas®egistrants” refers to entities required to file Form N-PORfgluding all
registered management investment companies, dthermoney market funds and small business
investment companies, and all ETFs (regardlessheftthver they operate as unit investment trusts or
management investment companies).

—4—

# 3220928 v. 15



principles-based approach. We believe that thenexte efforts and resources expended by the ingust
the Commission, and the staff in developing anglementing Rule 22e-4 will serve as an invaluable
base of experience and insight for the developroestich a proposél.

II. Discussion of the Proposal

A. Proposal to Replace Public Reporting of Portfab Classification Data on Form N-PORT with
Narrative Liquidity Program Disclosure in Fund Annual Reports

AMG strongly supports the Commission’s proposateplace public reporting of the Portfolio
Classification Data on Form N-PORT with a narratweual report disclosure requiremgnt.

1. Potential for Portfolio Classification Data to nfuse and Mislead Investors

Under the current Form N-PORT reporting requiresiefutind liquidity classifications will be made
public, at the portfolio level, on a quarterly Isgsvith a 60-day lag. The Commission decided toeamak
the Portfolio Classification Data public based tsndetermination that investors will benefit fromsing
this information as a basis for making investmeattigions!® As discussed below, requiring funds to
publicly report these percentages as their “liquigrofile” will encourage investors, and third pes, to
make comparisons among funds based on these ligpidifiles as part of the investment decision-
making process.

Lessons learned during the 19-month period follgwadoption of Rule 22e-4, during which our
Members have been diligently working on implemeantine Liquidity Risk Programs required by the
Rule, including the classification requirement, éndeightened rather than alleviated concerns tialicp
disclosure of Portfolio Classification Data willrina rather than enhance investor decision-making.
Contrary to the Commission’s intent, a better usi@dgrding of the reasonable expectations for the
classification process gained during the 19-momplémentation process has demonstrated that public
disclosure of Portfolio Classification Data will fact confuse and mislead investors, without priogd
them with useful information on which to base iriwent decisions.

8  We note that this recommended future action detsfiect the Proposal or the Commission’s ability
adopt the Proposal expeditiously.

9 We also support the proposal to keep Derivativies<ification Data nonpublic, for the reasons statethe
Proposing Release. As the Commission states ifPtbposing Release, public disclosure of this pesge
of a fund’s highly liquid investments would be ohlted to no utility to investors without broadesntext
and, therefore, may be confusing. Proposing Relsapra note 2, at 11910.

10 See supra note 6 and accompanying text.
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We believe that encouraging investors to make tmwst decisions based on Portfolio Classification
Data reported on Form N-PORT departs from the sauwrektor protection principles that have guided
the Commission’s regulation of investor disclosimesome 80 years. These principles are:

e Disclosure should be full and fair. It is unlawfol omit information that is material to
understanding the conteXt.

* Investor decision-making should not be based de staoutdated informatiofi.
» Information should be available to all, not jusbgl with special acces$s.

Portfolio Classification Data reported on Form NfPDwould be out of step with each of these
longstanding investor protection principles. Thar@nission’s proposal to replace the Form N-PORT
disclosure with narrative disclosure tailored teleéund would accomplish its goal of enhancing
disclosure of liquidity to investors while bringirsgich enhanced disclosure back within these investo
protection principles.

a. Protecting Investors from Materially Incomplete and Out of Context Information

The Portfolio Classification Data reported on FoMRPORT would be materially incomplete, would be
presented outside of any context, and would beaamaganied by any accessible explanation or
discussion of the fund’s risk profile as a whole.

There are two very real dangers at the heart o€oheern about public disclosure of this data.

First, the focus on liquidity data in isolation)atéve to other market data points, would distoetnm
mutual fund risk profiles, especially the risk pied of funds that invest in asset classes whqtadity
risk is not material. Yet by highlighting the ligity risk profile of a fund, the Commission woube
sending all mutual fund investors the messagelidnaitity risk is among the most important riskeyh
face. This exaggerates the real importance to iiovektors of focusing on liquidity risk relative t

11 A disclosure must not contain an untrue stateroémat material fact or omit to state a material fact
necessary to make the statements therein, in ¢ifjttie circumstances under which they were made, no
misleading. See Securities Act of 1933, 88 11(a), 12(a)(2), 17n)Securities Exchange Act of 1934
(“1934 Act”), § 9(a)(4); 1940 Act § 34(b); 1934 Act Rule 105 In addition to the information
expressly required to be included in a statemeneport, there shall be added such further material
information, if any, as may be necessary to makeréguired statements, in the light of the circamesés
under which they are made, not misleading. 193dRAde 12b-20.

2. The requirement that information not be stale wtdated is a specific illustration of the generahgiple
that disclosures must not include an untrue statériea material fact or omit to state a materaadt f
necessary in order to make the statements, inighe ¢f the circumstances under which they were enad
not misleading. See supra note 11.

13 This principle underlies much of the securitiewdaincluding the prospectus delivery requiremand the
prohibition on insider trading.
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other risks that are likely to have a far greatgpact on their long-term investment goals, and tbus
their decision-making process in selecting fun@. all the situations over the course of the desaife
mutual fund investing in which investors have loginey, or experienced returns that they found
disappointing relative to their hopes or expectatjove believe it is fair to say that liquidity kibas
played a distinctly minor rol¥. Thus steering investors’ attention toward liquyidisk and away from
other risks that are more likely to affect theivaatment is a disservice to the investing public.

Second, as the implementation of Rule 22e-4 ha®usnated, classifications are highly subjectivd an
variable. They are the output of a process tHasrbeavily on perceived probabilities as well as
judgments from portfolio managers and others, basegredictions and extrapolation of data, whioh ar
then combined with other judgments from other sesifgased on similar assumptions. The staff's
recognition that classification data will inhergnile characterized by subjectivity and variabilityross
funds, by virtue of the number of assumptions usdtie classification process and differing apphesc
to these assumptions, is a theme underlying tleepirétive guidance the staff issued in frequensked
guestions (“FAQs”), which was the product of extemsnvestigation by the staff into implementatioin
the Rule 22e-4 requiremerifs.

Moreover, the presentation of an aggregation afehedgments as a fund’s “liquidity profile” will
increase rather than reduce the impact of the bifityaand subjectivity of individual classificatio
determinations. Differences in underlying assuamgiand methodologies that can be classification-
determinative (for example, those underlying thg éements of reasonably anticipated trading sk a
price impact) will actually be magnified by aggreéga, and thus increase the risk of investor
misunderstanding. Investors will have no way afwimg what has gone into the percentages that Form
N-PORT would present as the fund’s overall liquigitrofile, or whether an apparent difference among
funds reflects a true difference in their liquidgyofiles. And, as many commenters have pointed out

4 We are aware of only two instances in the pastdetades when the SEC has found it necessary to
exercise its authority under Section 22(e) of tBéQLAct to allow a fund to suspend the timely paytnaf
redemptions when doing so would serve the bestdst® of investors.See Third Avenue Trust and Third
Avenue Management LLC; Notice of Application andrimrary Order, Release No. 1C-31943 (Dec. 16,
2015), 80 Fed. Reg. 79638 (Dec. 22, 2015) (one)furRédserve Municipal Money-Market Trust, et al.;
Notice of Application and Temporary Order, ReleBe IC-28466 (Oct. 24, 2008), 73 Fed. Reg. 64993
(Oct. 31, 2008) (one fund and several money mdtkeds). There have also been a small number @fscas
where funds experienced liquidity difficulties thditl not require them to suspend the timely paynoént
redemptions. Recent cases involve events from 20081, and 2000, respectivel{pavid W. Baldt,
Release No. ID-418 (Apr. 21, 201 Garrett Van Wagoner, Release Nos. 1A-2281, IC-26579 (Aug. 26,
2004); Heartland Advisors, Release Nos. 33-8884, 34-57206, I1A-2698, 1C-280a#. 25, 2008). In fact,
the instances cited above are a classic illustratio‘the exception that proves the rule.”

15 Investment Company Liquidity Risk Management Paogs Frequently Asked Questions (Feb. 21, 2018),
https://www.sec.gov/investment/investment-compaaguitlity-risk-management-programs-fétiiquidity
FAQsS™); see, eg., Q. 5 (“[flunds—including funds in the same complezould use differing
methodologies and assumptions with respect to theket, trading, and investment-specific charadiess
as well as market depth and reasonably anticipabete size, and thereby appropriately arrive demht
classifications for the same instrument”); Q. 2@ri¢e impact assumptions are subjective, due toséhiety
of inputs that may reasonably be used by any fungoafolio manager”).
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conservative managers may well assess their heldiedess liquid than aggressive managers, thereby
making less risky funds appear to have a riskegridity profile, and vice vers&.

b. Avoidance of Investor Decision-Making Based oBtale and Out of Date Information

The Commission, for sound public policy and invegimtection reasons, has determined that
information reported on Form N-PORT will be maddlpguonly on a quarterly basis, and not until 60
days after the end of a fund’s fiscal quattelWhile we support this determination, the necgssar
consequence is that Portfolio Classification Datald, by its very design, be stale (from 60 to 151
days out of date, depending on when the investksl@at the Form) by the time it would be availatole
investors. This is especially a concern inasnagldeterminations must be based on “current market
conditions,” as Rule 22e-4 requires. Current ntackeditions can change dramatically in the months
that will have elapsed before investors could clhrike Form N-PORT data. Investors should not be
encouraged to rely on a quantitative “liquidity filej reflecting possibly very different market
conditions, again without context or explanatidn.

c. Ensuring Equal Access to Public Information

The Portfolio Classification Data would be in austured data format filed with the Commission on
EDGAR, and thus readily available only to sophéiec market participants or through intermediaries
(whose interests may not be entirely aligned whith ihvestors to whom they provide the data).

In fact, in adopting Form N-PORT, the Commissioth ot anticipate that many individual investors
would analyze data using Form N-PORT, but rathenlevbave access to the data through
intermediaries or other parties, such as academnidsndustry observet8. Thus disclosing fund

liquidity information, such as Portfolio Classiftean Data, through Form N-PORT seems more likely to
perpetuate than to mitigate informational dispesitand to put less sophisticated individual invest

16 The Commission has requested comment on whetlkend of “explanatory notes” in Form N-PORT could
solve the “context” issue. AMG does not believis tis a realistic alternative. First, unlike a radive
discussion that the investor can easily accessuaddrstand directly, the structured format of Fddm
PORT data does not realistically lend itself to ommication with investors. Second, it has taken th
industry and the staff together many months of gtaking analysis to understand how the multiple ingpv
parts of the classification methodology work in giige. It would be impossible to effectively coguhe
hazards of relying on the data to understand fiopddity, other than by urging the investor to éigard
the information.

17 See Investment Company Reporting Modernization, Raddss. 33-10231, 34-79095, IC-32314 (Oct. 13,
2016), 81 Fed. Reg. 81870, 81908 — 10 (Nov. 186p0he“Reporting Modernization Release”).

18 The lag in public disclosure of portfolio infornmat is necessary to avoid other harms to invessush as
enabling predatory market behavior. The good mema$ar the lag do not, however, mitigate the umfs
of stale information as a basis for investor deaisnaking.

19 Reporting Modernization Releaseipra note 17, at 81873.
- 8-
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the risk of being disadvantagé&d.Significantly, unlike securities traded in theedary markets, in
which all market participants can be expected twefiefrom publicly available information throughet
efficient market pricing mechanism, mutual fundrelsaare purchased and sold directly with the fund a
net asset value per share. Thus, there is no atitomarket mechanism for sophisticated investors’
superior understanding of Portfolio Classificatidata and its limitations to be transmitted to less
sophisticated investors.

2. Narrative Program Disclosure

In order to enhance investor understanding of fiquddity risk management practices, the Commission
is proposing a new requirement for funds to disdussfly the operation and effectiveness of a fgnd’
Program during the most recently completed fisealryNarrative Program Disclosure™). This
disclosure would be made in the fund’'s annual tefmshareholders, as part of its management
discussion of fund performanc8DFP” ), and would complement existing liquidity risk clssure that
funds provide in their prospectus (if it is a pipad investment risk of the fund).

Unlike the Form N-PORT data, this narrative disgtesis in the spirit and tradition of the
Commission’s disclosure principles described abavevould be tailored for the individual fund, wehi
can easily add any information needed to giveritteed and make it not misleading. The Narrative
Program Disclosure would be designed to be reammjunction with the liquidity risk disclosures the
fund’'s prospectus, which can be amended or suppteche@s needed. We believe the annual report is
the appropriate place for this disclosure; a furadisual report is readily available to all investovho
are far more likely to read an annual report tlmsdek to analyze Form N-PORT data. Accordingly,
we believe the Narrative Program Disclosure, tagrettith the liquidity disclosures required in the
fund’s prospectus and statement of additional médron, will provide investors with appropriate and
enhanced informatioft.

The Commission has asked for comment on a numbspegific questions relating to the proposed
Narrative Program Disclosure, including whetherd&ishould be required to discuss specific elenants

20 As the Commission noted in the Proposing Reledisied party services, in repackaging this inforioat
may potentially use additional assumptions aboetvidlue or proper presentation of liquidity prdfile
thereby introducing further subjectivity and varidyp about which investors may not be aware.” fsing
Releasesupra note 2, at 11910.

21 This approach would also be more consistent vhithliquidity disclosures recommended by the Financi
Stability Board {FSB”) and the International Organization of Securit@Emmissions“(OSCO” ). Both
FSB and IOSCO state that liquidity disclosures &thdne proportionate, and FSB specifically warng tha
determining the content and frequency of disclosarmvestors, it is important to consider the pti for
unanticipated consequences from public disclostidetiled information. FSBRolicy Recommendations
to Address Structural Vulnerabilities from Asset Management Activities 17 (Jan. 12, 2017),
http://www.fsb.org/wp-content/uploads/FSB-PolicyeBmmendations-on-Asset-Management-Structural-
Vulnerabilities.pdf IOSCO, Recommendations for Liquidity Risk Management for Collective Investment
Schemes 10 — 12 (Feb. 2018https://www.iosco.org/library/pubdocs/pdf/IOSCOPDFf (“IOSCO
Recommendations).

—9-—

# 3220928 v. 15



their Program (such as the 15% illiquid investmianit, highly liquid investment minimum“dLIM” ),
classification process, or specific liquidity riskservations), changes made to the fund’s liquidsty
management over the course of the reporting peoioddditional information regarding liquidity risk
AMG believes the Proposal strikes the right balasnog appropriately provides funds the flexibility t
tailor their disclosure in the most meaningful way their investors. Providing granular requiretsen
would pose the risk of making the disclosure manmlzersome and detailed and thus impede, rather
than promote, effective disclosure.

3. Concerns of the Dissenting Commissioners

AMG takes seriously the concerns expressed by temlmers of the Commission that opposed the
Proposal. In separate statements, they explaim@ddoncerns with the proposed elimination of the
requirement to disclose Portfolio Classificationt&ya

The fundamental concern of the dissenting Commssis that the Proposal will result in a roll-bac
of transparency, taking back from retail investoasic liquidity information that would be usefur fo
their decision-making. The public reporting thiag¢ Proposal would eliminate is described as “clear
guantitative data” and likened to the ingrediesit n a food label, which the Food and Drug
Administration requires to be presented in descendider of predominanég, and which consumers
can use to decide if they want to purchase the fwoduct. At the same time there is concern tiat
qualitative discussion proposed as a replacemerit ¢c® more subjective and even devolve into
“meaningless boilerplate.” Finally, there is a cam that eliminating the Form N-PORT data will dav
institutional investors over retail investors.

We believe these concerns substantially overestitint objective value of the Portfolio Classifioati
Data and underestimate the value of the proposedtie disclosure, in terms of their relative
usefulness to investors. As described above, dnofto Classification Data percentages look clear
objective, and precise, but they are not. Unlilgredients listed on a food label, the percentages
judgments, not facts. Indeed, it is the impressibaolarity, objectivity, and precision — which il
inevitably lead to belief in their comparabilitythat creates the hazard for retail investéts.

The closer analogy to an ingredient list would e fund’'s portfolio holdings, which funds are atiga
required to provide in far more detail than the dFamd Drug Administration requires for food labels.

22 Commissioner Robert J. Jackson, Jr., Statemefiroposed Amendments to Public Reporting of Fund
Liquidity Information (Mar. 14, 2018)ttps://www.sec.gov/news/public-statement/statermnison-open-
meeting-fund-liquidity-2018-03-14Commissioner Kara M. Stein, Statement on Propdsadndments to
Public Reporting of Fund Liquidity Information (Mat4, 2018) https://www.sec.gov/news/public-
statement/statement-stein-open-meeting-fund-lity2i018-03-14

2 21 C.F.R. § 101.4(a).

24 As Commissioner Peirce noted in her oral remanksonnection with another proposal, “It's wondertol
quantify things when you can, but often, quantifima gives us false security . . . .” TranscriptS&EC
Open Meeting, SEC Wire (Apr. 18, 2018).
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These holdings, not the assessments of the holdiggslity, are the funds’ true ingredients. Find
provide this information in detail in their annwaid semiannual reports to shareholders and in their
guarterly schedules of portfolio holdings, currgmtiade on Form N-Q but in the future to be made on
Form N-PORT?®

As to the value of narrative disclosure, this hasrbcentral to Commission disclosure policy from th
inception of the federal securities laws, and sthawdt be dismissed as a mere opportunity to gemerat
“boilerplate.” With respect to the proposed anmaglort disclosure, there may indeed be a fair amou
of commonality in the Narrative Program Disclosupesvided by many funds, where, because of the
nature of the funds and the market environmentshich they operate, liquidity challenges are few an
the impact of liquidity risk small. This does raitall mean that the disclosures will be eithetdoplate
or meaningless. For funds that face significaqidiity challenges, it can be expected that therdNme
Program Disclosure would provide meaningful insigiéd the manner in which the fund manages its
liquidity risk, especially when taken together witte information in the fund’s registration statetmes
the Proposal contemplates. It seems fair to asgantethe Liquidity Risk Program requirement
necessarily implies) that such funds will not alté the same challenges or address them in the same
way, and their Narrative Program Disclosures tloeeetvill necessarily show meaningful variations if
they are to comply with the requirements of FormA- A failure to accurately provide material
disclosures carries with it significant liabilitiesThe Narrative Program Disclosure requirementiho
force outlier funds, like the Third Avenue Focugaebdit Fund often referred to in this context, & b
transparent about their portfolio liquidity dirgctb investors. Bringing those situations into smlight
is and should be the focus of the Commission’sntegpand disclosure program.

Finally, we do not agree that replacement of thaliplPortfolio Classification Data on Form N-PORT
with narrative annual report disclosure would binestitutional investors at the expense of retail
investors. On the contrary, it is more likely tiagtitutions would seek to access and use thetsied
format data on Form N-PORT than would retail ingest® Thus, if anything, replacing structured data
with an annual report narrative would place rataiestors on a more equal rather than less equal
footing with institutional investors in terms ofeth access to fund liquidity information.

25 In fact, these disclosures, which are much moam thn ingredient list, provide very substantiabinfation
on the nature of a fund’s holdings. For examgie, $chedule of portfolio holdings is categorizedtoy
type of investment and the related industry, coyrdr geographic region of the investment, andrictet
securities are identified and additional informatis provided about them. Regulation S-X, Itemsl22o0
12-14. Note that these disclosures are consisightthe liquidity disclosure recommendation from
IOSCO, which suggests disclosing holdings of vagiagset classes/types of securities or detailetirtyd
of individual securities in order to allow investdio assess the liquidity risk attached to the ful@dSCO
Recommendationsupra note 21.

26 See supra notes 19 — 20 and accompanying text.
-11 -
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Accordingly, while we agree with the dissenting @aissioners that shareholders deserve basic
information about the liquidity of their holdingaie believe that the Proposal furthers rather than
detracts from this godl.

4. Logistical Modifications

While we support the proposed replacement of ForPQNRT Portfolio Classification Data with
Narrative Program Disclosure in annual reportsreemmmend that the Narrative Program Disclosure
requirement be adjusted to address two logistgsalas.

Timing. The disclosure is to be for the most recentinmleted fiscal year. The Proposing Release
suggests that the disclosure requirement is uwliicecreate significant additional burdens, asdhsran
existing requirement in the Rule for the Programiagstrator to prepare a report that addresses the
operation of the Program over the last year anddesjuacy and effectivene8s However, the Program
administrator’s report typically will not cover thiend’s fiscal year. Funds in the same complegroft
have different fiscal years, to ease the task ofl fadministration and reporting, while, for similar
reasons, fund complexes may wish to consider hiyuitsk management reports for all of the funds in
the complex at the same time. Requiring the disek to coincide with each fund’s fiscal year would

force many complexes to engage in multiple Progrewrews on a year-round basis, a process that could

add considerable burdens with no improvement irrélieew process for any given fund. In order to
maximize efficiency and mitigate additional burdetierefore, we recommend that the twelve-month
period covered by the disclosure not be requirecbtocide with the fund’s fiscal year.

Placement AMG supports the proposal to include the Naveafrogram Disclosure in the annual
report. However, we believe it may be better idelliin a location other than the MDFP. Instruction
for the MDFP indicate that it is intended to beiscdssion of the factors that materially affectied t

27 As Commissioner Stein has forcefully stated inthapcontext, not all disclosures are created ecqaral a
disclosure’s form and content can be critical tavheffectively it serves its purpose:

Throughout its history, the Commission has plaedémce on full and fair disclosure as a
component of its investor protection mandate. Witsndone well, fair and objective
disclosure is fundamental to sound decision-makiRejevant and reliable information allows
the public to make informed decisions about whgbuochase—whether it's a type of car, a
type of milk, a type of stock, or in the case amdhathe type of financial professional to hire.
Simply put, good disclosure empowers a person ¢idddor him or herself the appropriate
course of action. However, disclosure must haveagphygropriate form and content. And it must
be presented at the appropriate time for it to leammgful and effective.

Commissioner Kara M. Stein, Statement on PropdRalating to Regulation Best Interest, Form CRS,
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Names or Titles] Commission Interpretation Regarding the Stahda
of Conduct for Investment Advisers (Apr. 18, 201&ps://www.sec.gov/news/public-statement/stein-
statement-open-meeting-041818

28 Proposing Releassypra note 2, at 11910 n.39 (citing Rule 22e-4(b)(2)\iii
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fund’s performance during the most recently conapldiscal yea?® For most funds, however, the
fund’s Program will not have had a material effectthe fund's performance. In addition, if our
recommendation on timing is accepted, the Narr&ragram Disclosure may not necessarily be for the
same twelve-month period as the fund'’s fiscal ygaAccordingly, we believe this disclosure should be
made elsewhere in the annual report (or, if itlaser in time, in the semiannual report). We would
contemplate that funds would have flexibility asthe location of this disclosure within the shafdbo
report, although the Commission may wish to desegyaa appropriate heading, such as “Operation of
Liquidity Risk Management Prograrnt”

B. Proposed Amendments to Liquidity Reporting Regirements
1. Multiple Classification Categories

The Commission proposes to amend Form N-PORT owvdlinds the option to split a portfolio holding
into more than one classification category in thgpecified circumstances. Absent the proposed
amendment, Form N-PORT requires a fund to clagsifsh holding into a single liquidity bucket. The
proposal is prompted by questions that have airséme course of fund efforts to implement Rule-22e
and the related reporting requirements, and whicld$ have shared with the staff.

The specified circumstances under which it is psegahat funds would have the option of reporting
multiple classifications for the same investmera afl) if a fund has multiple sub-advisers with
differing liquidity views; (2) if portions of thegsition have differing liquidity features that jifigt
treating the portions separately; or (3) if thedwmooses to classify the position through evatuabf
how long it would take to liquidate the entire piosi (rather than basing it on the sizes it would
reasonably anticipate trading). Funds that chélmseoption would be required to indicate whichtloé
three circumstances is applicable. In circumstite and (2) (but not (3)), the fund would clagsif
using the reasonably anticipated trade size fon @action of the position.

Form N-PORT Reporting. AMG supports the option to report multiple cldisaiions in the
circumstances set forth in circumstances (1) ahda@ proposed, and agrees with the rationale®ht
in the Proposing Release. With respect to circants (1), the option of classifying positions in
multiple categories to reflect differences in ligjty classification views among different sub-aevss
managing separate sleeves of a fund would avoitheékd for costly reconciliation, as well as provide

2 The instructions state: “Discuss the factors thaterially affected the Fund’'s performance during most
recently completed fiscal year, including the ral@vmarket conditions and the investment strategnes
techniques used by the Fund’s investment advis€oifm N-1A, Item 27(b)(7)(i).

30 If the Commission determines to leave the NareaBvogram Disclosure in the MDFP, we recommend that
the Commission provide explicit clarification thampliance with this disclosure requirement does no
mean that liquidity is necessarily material to parfance. We also recommend that the Commission
provide guidance in the adopting release that siomés, such as highly liquid funds with diverseestor
bases, may have relatively minimal material infaiorato disclose regarding their Programs.

31 We note that funds should be able to include digslosure in the MDFP if they believe it is apmiafe to
do so.
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the Commission with potentially useful informatiabout each sub-adviser’s view of the asset’s
liquidity. With respect to circumstance (2), theltiple classification option could be used to eett
reflect the situation where portions of a singleusiy may have different liquidity-affecting feaigs that
justify the fund treating the holding as two or m@eparate investments for liquidity classification
purposes. For example, as the Proposing Releasmresspa put option on a portion (but not all) of a
asset held by the fund may significantly affect ligaidity characteristics of the portion of thesat
subject to the put, resulting in two different cléisations. AMG also supports the proposal timet t
fund should classify using the reasonably antieigdtade size for each portion of the position.

With respect to circumstance (3), AMG supportsdpgon for funds to apply a proportionality
approach to classification, but believes that fuasieg this approach should be permitted to baes it
liquidation of the “reasonably anticipated tradsige” methodology required by Rule 22e-4, rathanth
an assumed liquidation of the whole position. &mithis approach, for example, if a position had a
reasonably anticipated trading size of $10 milliand the fund could convert $7 million to cash imith
three business days without significantly chandiveymarket value of the investment, but convertirey
remaining $3 million to cash would require foursieven calendar days, then 70% of the position would
be a highly liquid investment but the remaining 3@%uld be a moderately liquid investment. We
believe this approach would appropriately distisgubetween a position that could achieve a relgtive
high degree of liquidity with a smaller tradingesiand a position that realistically cannot be dwick
traded even with a smaller trading size. In catfran assumed liquidation of the entire positian c
imply that a fund is less liquid than is really tteese, because funds normally do not have to silee
positions to meet redemption needs.

The Commission did not adopt this approach outootcern that it would potentially result in inacdera
classifications that may not fully reflect the liditly of a fund’s investment¥. We do not agree that use
of reasonably anticipated trading sizes for thigrapch, as Rule 22e-4 generally prescribes for all
classifications, would result in inaccurate clasations in this particular circumstance. Rath&ng

the reasonably anticipated trading size approaalidiead to more consistency in how multiple
classifications are used in all three circumstances

AMG also supports the Commission’s proposal touidel multiple classifications as an option, rather
than a requirement. While these uses of multifglesifications, including proportionality, may bseful
to some funds, we do not believe that all fundaukhbe required to engage in them.

Application of Rule 22e-4. Finally, AMG requests clarification that classétion in multiple categories
as permitted by Form N-PORT is contemplated undde R2e-4, as well. AMG believes that this is
the intent of the Proposal, as a different conolusvould eliminate the potential benefits of praved
multiple classification reporting as an option ohiah the Proposal relies. Also, to the extent radfu
believes that the multiple classifications bettftect the liquidity characterization of its holgs) that
judgment should be incorporated into those elemahits Program that hinge on classification

82 Proposing Releassypra note 2, at 11913 n.61.
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determinations (for example, its compliance wité Brogram’s HLIM and 15% provisions), not just its
reporting obligations. Rule 22e-4 by its termssdnet expressly require that each investment meist b
classified in one bucket, however, there is a sta¢ to that effect in the Adopting ReledseWe

believe that this could be appropriately clarifeezl applied to these circumstances when the Conamissi
adopts the Proposal. We also note that this appremuld be consistent with the interpretive gucan

provided by the staff that permits more than omegification category when a fund has multiple sub-
advisers with differing liquidity view&!

2. Disclosure of Cash and Certain Cash Equivalents

The Commission is proposing to add to Form N-PORTew disclosure item that would aggregate a

fund’s holdings of (1) cash and (2) the subsetashcequivalents that are not otherwise reportdhirns

C and D of the Form. Cash equivalents that arertegp as investments on Form N-PORT would not
be included in this item. This disclosure item \@obe made publicly available each quarter, togethe
with other Form N-PORT data that is publicly dis&d.

To explain the Commission’s reasoning for proposhig new disclosure, Form N-PORT in its current
form does not require funds to report, as a sepat@n, the amount of cash and cash equivalents hel
by the fund. Some, but not all, cash equivalesuish as shares of money market funds, are repiorted
the schedule of portfolio investments in Part Ghaf Form, which requires funds to report certain
information on its investments on an investmenifwestment basis. Cash equivalents that are siesuri
and not reported in Part C may also be reportdehirt D (miscellaneous securities). However, the
Commission observes that cash and certain castiadepiis are not considered investments for Form N-
PORT reporting purposes and therefore will notdyorted in Part C as investments or in Part D as
miscellaneous securities. Part B.1 of Form N-PJ&3sets and liabilities), which requires informatio
about a registrant’s assets and liabilities, atseschot require specific disclosure of a registsant
holdings of cash and cash equivalents.

Cash held by a fund is a highly liquid investmender rule 22e-4, and the percentage of the fund’s
assets held in cash would have been included iRPdnHolio Classification Data (as a componenthaf t
percentage of the fund’'s holdings classified a$lhiiquid investments) that the Commission’s
disclosure proposal would eliminate. Absent thetfBli Classification Data indicating the perceyga

of the fund’'s assets held in highly liquid invesinse the Commission states that it may not be table
effectively monitor whether a fund is compliant lwits HLIM unless it knows the amount of cash held
by the fund®® The Commission also believes that the additidisdlosure of cash and cash equivalents

33 Adopting Releasesupra note 4, at 82182.
34 Liquidity FAQs, supra note 15, Q. 7.

%5 The Commission believes that monitoring HLIM coimapte will be more difficult absent reporting okth
Portfolio Classification Data, which would be elimted under the Proposal. This Data would have
included the portfolio percentage for all highlguid investments, including cash and cash equitglen
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not otherwise identified on the Form will providema complete information that will be useful to the
Commission in analyzing a fund's HLIM, as well asnids regarding the amount of cash being held,
which also correlates to other activities the fisméxperiencing, including net inflows and outflotts

We support the Commission’s proposal to requireném on Form N-PORT of a separate item that
includes both cash and the subset of cash equisalest are not reported as investments. We
appreciate that this information may be usefulh® €ommission in order to assess HLIM compliance,
in that it provides all the components for the Casgion to assess a fund’s highly liquid investments

We recommend, however, that this information notriagle public. While the proposed item, which
would include cash and only those cash equivaliaisare not otherwise reported, may be usefuhdo t
Commission for monitoring HLIM compliance, it wouliie confusing to investors. They will not
understand which cash equivalents will be includied which will be excluded from the number.
Different funds will use different types of castue@lents, some of which will be reported on Form N
PORT as investments and thus excluded in this nyraloel some of which will not be reported as
investments and thus will be included. As a reghk category of “cash and cash equivalents tteat a
not reported as investments” will cause variationthe number based on a reporting technicality itha
not transparent to investors, rather than a gerligjnility concept that could help them make
investment decision8. In addition, testing cash and otherwise unrepocgsh equivalents at a single
point in time risks creating the illusion that thed is cash-rich, or cash-poor, due to the footust
timing of investor purchases and redemptions. FAtingly, we believe that public disclosure would be
neither necessary nor appropriate in the publierést or for the protection of investéps.

C. Compliance Dates

The Commission proposes to align the compliancesdfr the proposed amendments to Forms N-
PORT and N-1A with the revised compliance datesGbmmission adopted for Form N-PORT in
December 2017. Pursuant to the December actierf-ahm N-PORT filing obligation will apply (i) for
larger fund groups, with the Form N-PORT filing fitle month ending March 31, 2019, which will be
due by April 30, 2019, and (ii) for smaller fundogps, with the Form N-PORT filing for the month
ending March 31, 2020, which will be due by Apr@,2020*° The Commission believes that aligning

3 While technically some cash equivalents are npbnted as investments on Form N-PORT, clearly #rey
intended to be included in the highly liquid invesnts bucket. The Adopting Release stated, “Assets
eligible for inclusion in a fund’s highly liquid irestment minimum could include a broad variety of
securities, as well as cash and cash equivalerAgidpting Releasesupra note 4, at 82235.

87 The Commission also recognizes that the charaetiwn of certain holdings as cash equivalentsliega
degree of judgment; the Proposing Release refecertain categories of investments that “could be
reasonably considered” or “could reasonably begeaiired” by some registrants as cash equivalents.
Proposing Releassypra note 2, at 11913.

38 See 1940 Act § 45(a).

39 See Investment Company Reporting Modernization, Relddese 33-10442, 34-82241, IC-32936 (Dec. 8,
2017), 82 Fed. Reg. 58731 (Dec. 14, 2017). Duangnterim period from June 1, 2018, to April 1,190
larger fund groups will be subject to a reportiridigation that they will satisfy by maintaining their
records the information that is required to beudeld in Form N-PORT.ld. at 58733; 1940 Act Rule
30b1-9(T).
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the compliance date for all liquidity-related rejmy requirements will allow funds to holistically
implement all liquidity reporting and disclosurejugements at the same time and may make the
requirements less burdensome.

We note that these requirements will not be egtiaéibned, because compliance with the liquidity-
related provisions of Form N-PORT by larger fundugs has been extended to June 1, 2029 (

larger fund groups will first comply with the ligiity-related provision of Form N-PORT in their fijs

for the month ending June 30, 2019, which is dududy 30, 2019}° We believe, therefore, that June
1, 2019, would be a more appropriate compliance ftatlarger fund groups to comply with the
amendments to Form N-PORT. In light of the exgtaxtension, the only effect of this later comptian
date would be on the new Item B.2.f. requirementefmort cash and cash equivalents not reported in
Parts C and D. Because the purpose of the cashaahdequivalents reporting requirement is to lagd t
Commission in assessing compliance with the HLIBumement, it makes sense for this requirement to
take effect at the same time as the other liquidityted reporting requirements. In addition, sahe

our Members advise that this additional time isdedein order to make necessary changes to data feed
and technology in order to comply with the new castl cash equivalents reporting requirement.

The proposed amendment to Form N-1A would requideseussion of the operation and effectiveness of
the Fund’s Liquidity Risk Program for a one-yearige and funds will not yet have had their Ligqtydi
Risk Programs in effect for one year at those c@anpé dates. The compliance date for Rule 22e-4 is
December 1, 2018, for larger fund groups, and dyr2019, for smaller fund groups. Accordingly,

we believe that compliance with the Narrative PaogDisclosure required by Form N-1A should not be
required until the annual report for the first sgear ending on or after December 1, 2019, fgela

fund groups, and June 1, 2020, for smaller fundiggo

M. Future Actions
A. The Treasury Report

In connection with the proposal to replace pubdiparting of Portfolio Classification Data on Form N
PORT with Narrative Program Disclosure in fund almeports, the Commission noted that the
October 2017 Asset Management and Insurance Rbpdhe Department of the Treasury highlighted
the importance of robust liquidity risk managemerdgrams, but recommended that the Commission
embrace a “principles-based approach to liquidgk management rulemaking and associated bucketing

40 See Investment Company Liquidity Risk Management Paogs; Commission Guidance for In-Kind ETFs,
Release No. IC-33010 (Feb. 22, 2018), 83 Fed. &R (Feb. 27, 2018).

41 The compliance date for the classification-relgteavisions of the Rule, including the HLIM, hasshe
extended to June 1, 2019, for larger fund groupd, Becember 1, 2019, for smaller fund groufsee id.
Since compliance with the main requirements ofRuée will be required upon the original compliance
dates, however, we believe those are the relevamesdor purposes of the Narrative Program Disctosu
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requirements®® The Proposing Release noted that market pantitspaill continue to gather insights
as liquidity risk management programs are implesternéand can provide comments to the Commission
as they do so. The Proposing Release furtherdstiase the staff will monitor the information reeed
and report to the Commission what steps, if any,stiaff recommends in light of commenter
experiences.

The Commission specifically requested comment erfallowing questions with respect to the Treasury
Report:

Are there advantages to the approach that Treasaoymmends? If so, what additional steps, if
any, should we consider to shift toward a princggdased approach? To what extent have funds
already implemented the existing liquidity clagsifion requirement?

We provide our views on these questions in turn.
There are significant advantages to the approach #t Treasury recommends.

AMG believes, based on the lessons learned frontementing the classification requirement as
currently prescribed in Rule 22e-4, that there wdag significant advantages to the approach Trgasur
recommend$? These advantages fall in three main categoréatimg to: (1) recognition of
unanticipated problems experienced with the curckgsification requirement in practice;

(2) encouragement of classification methods thaildvprovide meaningful assistance to fund liquidity
risk management practices; and (3) avoidance @& dosfund investors that do not bring commensurate
benefits.

First, as discussed above, the data generatecebyuthent classification methodology will reflect
significant subjectivity, which undermines its udeéss for comparison among funds. While this is
most important as a reason to avoid public consiom@f the information for investor decision-making
the same issues raise concerns about the usefaihtss data for regulators as well. We recogitiiee
the Commission believes that liquidity classifioatinformation would be valuable to it in its ovgrd

of the fund industry. We believe that in lighttbe concerns about the current requirement thag¢ hav

42 U.S. Department of the Treasu#y,Financial System That Creates Economic Opportunities. Asset
Management and Insurance 32 — 35, 153 (Oct. 2017https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-
releases/Documents/A-Financial-System-That-Createstomic-Opportunities-Asset Management-

Insurance.pdf

4 Proposing Releassypra note 2, at 11912.

4 We note that two Commissioners indicated theimogss to reconsideration of the classification
requirement and described the failure to do so assaed opportunity. Commissioner Hester M. Peirce
Statement on Proposed Amendments to Public Regoadfifrund Liquidity Information (Mar. 14, 2018),
https://www.sec.gov/news/public-statement/staterpenice-open-meeting-fund-liquidity-2018-03-14a
Commissioner Michael S. Piwowar, Statement at Oderting on Investment Company Liquidity
Disclosure (Mar. 14, 2018https://www.sec.gov/news/public-statement/staterpdmbwar-open-meeting-
fund-liquidity-2018-03-14
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emerged in implementation, the data that funds avgeherate from a principles-based approach, with
appropriate explanation to the Commission, wouldadly if not better serve that purpose.

Second, as a result of what many of our Members @ the now demonstrated limitations in the
current Rule 22e-4 classification methodology, Rie-4 classifications are widely expected to bexlus
primarily to satisfy Form N-PORT reporting requirems, and not as a primary tool for liquidity risk
management. For this reason, funds would be b&tteed by focusing their attention on classifmati
methods that can be incorporated into their liguidisk management practices and can serve asfal use
tool in that endeavor. A principles-based approaobld thus better accomplish the Commission’s
fundamental goal in adopting Rule 22e-4, to pronedtective liquidity risk management throughout the
industry.

Third, the current requirement imposes significawgts on funds that will ultimately be borne by
investors and diminish the returns they seek feir thong-term retirement and other financial goakhe
implementation experience has demonstrated thae tbests are more extensive and that the bensdits a
more uncertain than originally expected.

All of these considerations lead to the conclusiat a principles-based approach to classificationld
have significant advantages.

Appropriate steps to shift toward a principles-basd approach

The Commission and its staff have demonstratedoamgicommitment to effective liquidity risk
management, both through the rulemaking initiathag culminated in Rule 22e-4 and through active
engagement with the industry that led to the coesire steps of delaying the compliance date fer th
classification requirement and the current Propo¥dk believe that continuing this commitment would
involve prompt adoption of the Proposal, followedputting out for comment a proposal that would
replace the current classification requirement \&itprinciples-based classification approach.

Implementation efforts to date will assist and expdite a rulemaking for a principles-based
approach.

Funds to date have invested substantial time aswlirees in their efforts to implement the clasatfin
requirement. Significantly, the Commission andsiiaff have also dedicated their time and resources
both to understanding fund liquidity risk managetriargeneral and to the operation of the Rule 22e-4
classification requirement in particular. We batighese efforts by both the industry and the
Commission and its staff, and the lessons leanrmd the experience, can lay the groundwork for the
Commission’s development and proposal of a priesiilased approach on a fully informed and
expeditious basis.

B. One-Year Review and Reconsideration of Public iBsemination Question

The Proposing Release also states that by June #@26taff from the Divisions of Investment
Management and Economic and Risk Analysis will mlevo the Commission an analysis of the
granular fund-specific liquidity classification dathat the Commission will commence receiving from
Form N-PORT filings on a confidential basis in J@@49, together with a staff recommendation
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addressing whether and, if so, how there shoulduidic dissemination of fund-specific liquidity
classification information.

Given the subjectivity and variability embeddedhe classification process, AMG believes the reason
against public dissemination of Liquidity Classdfion Data will be no less compelling in 2020 than
they are now. Accordingly, AMG does not believatth study of granular fund-specific liquidity
classification data provided to the Commission ezasonably be expected to support a conclusion that
this information should be made available for ineeslecision-making through public dissemination.
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SIFMA AMG sincerely appreciates the opportunitycteamment and your consideration of these views.
We stand ready to provide any additional informato assistance that the Commission might find
useful. Please do not hesitate to contact eitiranfhiy Cameron at 202-962-7447 or
tcameron@sifma.orgr Lindsey Keljo at 202-962-7312 tkelio@sifma.orgwith any questions.

Sincerely,

Timothy W. Cameron, Esq.

Asset Management Group — Head
Securities Industry and Financial Markets
Association

Lindsey Weber Keljo, Esq.

Asset Management Group - Vice President and
Assistant General Counsel

Securities Industry and Financial Markets
Association
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