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Thank you, Brett and the Division of Trading and Markets staff, for organizing this roundtable. Further thanks go to the panelists
for contributing your time and energy in preparing for and attending this event. Looking at the agenda and at those seated
around the room, it is clear that we have very knowledgeable participants who will not hesitate to engage in robust discussions
over the next two days.

From these discussions, I hope to gain a more granular understanding of the forces that motivate various customers’ demand for
SIP data versus the different types of proprietary data and levels of access that exchanges provide. In this regard, I have several
specific questions on which we need more information as the Commission considers policy-making in this area and others that
are integrally related.

As an initial matter: How are regulatory requirements, imposed on market participants, influencing this demand? I have already
voiced my concern about the Order Protection Rule and asked that the Commission review its effects in today’s marketplace.[1]
But I would be interested to hear about other rules — such as the Vendor Display Rule[2] or obligations to achieve best
execution[3] — that may be pushing market participants toward products or services that they would not otherwise demand for
themselves or their customers. I believe a starting point for the Commission should be to review any such rules to see how we
can tailor their requirements to achieve their objectives and limit any unintended consequences.

Next, to what extent do participants demand premium data products or access from exchanges in order to provide their own
products or services that compete with the same exchanges? In this regard, I am thinking of entities like internalizers and
crossing platforms, ATSs, dark pools, and ECNs that may utilize exchange data to provide quotes and facilitate off-exchange
trading in real-time.[4] We need to bear in mind that these types of market participants, while providing their own value in the
marketplace, are doing so on top of fundamental services that we currently rely on exchanges to provide, such as facilitating
capital formation and price discovery. Yet, while we heavily regulate exchanges, these market participants operate with much
less regulatory scrutiny and lower cost. So, as we understand how such market participants capitalize on the functions of
exchanges, we should consider the extent to which they are bearing their share of those costs.

As for exchanges, Regulation NMS contemplated that certain market data fees would be used to bolster SRO funding.[5] In
Regulation NMS, the Commission explicitly stated that “[m]any commenters recommended that the level of market data fees
should be reviewed and that, in particular, greater transparency concerning the costs of market data and the fee setting process
is needed.” While the Commission agreed, it directed commenters to voice these concerns in a separate concept release relating
to SRO structure.[6] Considering the issues we are discussing today, is it time for us to revisit the 2004 SRO concept release?

With respect to market participants who pay premiums to exchanges for data and access to optimize their own trading: What
prevents a broker-dealer from unsubscribing to proprietary feeds if fees get too high? What alternatives could meet its objectives
and what forces of friction prevent switching? Also, how could the SIP products be improved to fulfill this demand?

Finally, we need to ask how retail investors are affected by the issues we are discussing at this roundtable. What level of price
improvement is achieved when broker-dealers, trading on behalf of institutional investors (and ultimately retail investors) rely on
these higher cost products or services rather than the SIP products? If costs for market data and access were reduced, how
much of that savings would be passed on to retail investors and investors in general?
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To sum up, I believe it is important for the Commission to discern where market forces versus regulation are driving demand for
premium products and services versus SIP products, as well as how retail investors are benefiting from our regulation in this
area. Any change in the Commission’s approach to market data and access will inevitably affect today’s market dynamics. As
regulators, it is incumbent upon us to understand, as fully as possible, the incentives our actions generate and, on this basis,
decide whether the benefits we aim for are worth the consequences (including costs and complexity) that will ensue.

Before I close, I think it is important to step back and put some context around these discussions. As we debate the merits of
shaving micro- and nano-seconds of latency in our equities trading, we have yet to achieve reliable pre-trade transparency in our
fixed income markets. And, in fixed income, post-trade transparency is debated in terms of minutes and hours.[7] The U.S. fixed
income market is much larger than our equities market, and yet we have not discussed that market in as fine detail as we are
addressing the equity market at this roundtable. While I look forward to learning as much as I can over the next two days, I am
also eager for the Commission to consider how we can make the U.S. fixed income markets as robust and favorable to investors
as our equity markets.

Thank you.
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