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The Commission’s broposals relating to saleg charges represent g
sharp departure from the concept, of fself-regp‘laption.:Rather than seek-

he exchange Suggests that thig Proposal be rejected for the follow-

‘ng three reasons : , = , ~
First, no meaningful justification has been given by the Commission

“as to why sel “regulation cannot be made to work in this areg, Why

Second, the Commission makes no showing that the investment fund
industry is in Tact a public utility ang, hence, must haye, its rates regu-
lated by 4 governmenta] g ency, R ;
~ Third, nowhere in the Oommission’s report is there evidence that it
ade any detaileq analysis of the économic consequences of a 5-percent
maximum, The report provides no estimate of the effect of the lower
revenues on sales, on the Services which funds Provide customers, on
proﬁtablhty, Or on the number of firms that might become go unprofit-
-able as to be forced to legave the business, Certain mdustry studies indi-
‘cate that the unfavorable Impact on the industry ang”jtg customers

For these Teasons, then, we Oppose the SE(C’s proposal to get a
‘5-percent limit ang strongly endorse the approach of strengthening
'selffregulatiop in the areg of mutual fund sgleg charges,

Proposed section 8 of the bi]] would establish an entirely new stand-
ard in the law to give the SE indirect ratemaking authority over
mnanagement fees, Thig authority woylq replace the bagje corporate
concepts of authority, responsibility, ang accountability of directors,
and ought to be rejected for the foHoWing four reasons :

'irst, the bill Suggests that new concepts be introduced in our se-

Second, Proposed section § of the bill pliacesthek’task of determin-
~ ing whether g fee is, in fact, reasonable under the statutory standard
on the courts, The adoption of the SEC approach could lead to. g rash

of legal suits against Tunds, Investment advisers, ang directors and




