





misunderstood, but significant, considera-
tions for potential investors. Liquidity and
volatility are often the primary factors influ-
encing this investment decision.

Traded REITs offer ready market liquidity,
but are subject to the same forces that pro-
duce volatility and risk in equity markets
and are often correlated to other exchange-
traded equities.

Non-listed REITs may provide greater
insulation from market volatility. The
value of non-listed REIT shares is compar-
atively stable, because the value is based
on real estate market fundamentals that
are generally less volatile than traded
equity market forces.

Like publicly traded REITs, public non-
listed REITs are registered with and regu-
lated by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission. Public non-listed REITs also are
required to file quarterly and annual
reports, publicly disclose material informa-
tion and hold annual shareholder meetings.
Public non-listed REITs must also file for
merit review by each individual state within
which the REIT wants to offer its securities.

Core, Value-added and Opportunistic REITs
Each of these primary categories of real
estate investment strategy has distinct risk
and return characteristics. To maximize
portfolio diversification, help your clients
select REITs that pursue a varied range of
these strategies consistent with their
investment goals.

The major objectives for core REITSs are to
preserve capital and generate attractive cur-
rent income. To achieve that goal, core
REITs generally pursue conservative long-
term investments in stabilized properties by
employing comparatively low debt levels.

Value-added REITs typically seek value
appreciation through investments with
moderate risk and leverage and a mid-term
holding period.

Opportunistic REITs pursue the goal of sig-
nificant value creation over a shorter holding
period by assuming higher levels of risk and
leverage. Value-added and opportunistic
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Publicly Traded REITs

Benefits

Existing asset portfolio
Market liquidity
Transparency

Tax advantages

Drawback vs. Non-listed REITs

Market volatility

REITs may undertake development, redevel-
opment or repositioning ofa property with
the goal of enhancing its value.

Investor Suitability
As a minimum standard of suitability,
clients considering investment in a public
non-listed REIT must meet annual income
requirements for two years as established
by state law. To qualify for investing in a
REIT, an investor generally must have
either a net worth of at least $250,000 or
both a net worth of at least $70,000 and an
annual income of at least $70,000. These
requirements vary by state, so always check
the prospectus to determine the suitability
standards for the state in which your client
resides. For these purposes, net worth gen-
erally excludes the value of an investor’s
home, automobiles and home furnishings.

Public non-listed REITs often provide
liquidity features that can enable
investors to redeem their shares after a
minimum holding period. However, share
redemption programs vary widely and are
governed by the terms of the prospectus
for the applicable REIT and are generally
subject to REIT director approval. Shares
sometimes can be redeemed in special
circumstances such as the investor’s
death, qualifying disability or confine-
ment in a long-term care facility, or in
other situations as authorized by the
REIT’s directors.

Regardless of these mechanisms, an
investor should not rely on a redemption pro-
gram, but should view investment in a non-

listed REIT as one made for the long term.

Public, Non-listed REITs

Benefits

Existing asset portfolio
Reduced market volatility
Transparency

Generally the same tax
advantages as traded REITs

Bond-like current income characteristics
Drawback vs. Traded REITs

Lack of market liquidity (moderated by liquidity
features)

The Price of Liquidity

Your client’s exposure to public markets
provides ready liquidity, but this benefit is
achieved at the cost of market volatility.
Highly liquid investments, such as money
market funds, also can be low-risk, but
the price of this safety can be a relatively
low yield compared with other kinds of
investments.

Determine whether your client is actu-
ally paying too much—in terms of both
money and frayed nerves—to provide lig-
uidity for a greater portion of his or her
portfolio than necessary. Any money your
client expects to need within the foresee-
able future should be considered for place-
ment in short-term, liquid vehicles such as
bank and money market accounts and
Treasury bonds. But for dollars your client
may wish to place for the long term,
investments such as non-listed REITs are
an option for enhanced market diversifica-
tion that can increase portfolio stability

over time. ™

M. Jason Mattox is chief administrative officer and a found-
ing principal of Behringer Harvard Holdings, a real estate

company investing in assets domestically and internationally.

Endnotes

1. Robert A. Stanger & Co., “2007 A Mon-
ster Year for Non-Listed REITs,” Direct
Investments Spectrum, Nov./Dec. 2007.

2.Robert A. Stanger & Co., The Stanger
Report, Winter 2009.
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Is Modern Portfolio Theory Dead?

MPT Principles Valid
After 5 Decades

By Vlern Sumnicht, CFP®

n 1959, Harry Markowitz published
I Portfolio Selection," which provided

the foundation of Modern Portfolio
Theory (MPT). This work eventually won
Markowitz (along with Merton Miller
and William Sharpe) a share of the 1990
Nobel Prize for research on theories of
“Financial Economics.”

To prove the principle of an efficient fron-
tier (one of the principles of MPT)
Markowitz used an algorithm whose com-
putation required three variables: expected
return, standard deviation and correlation.
That algorithm became known as the Mean-
Variance Optimization model (MVO).

MPT Was Never Alive

By Pete Swisher, CFP®, CPC

ur industry’s use of Modern

Portfolio Theory (MPT) has

been overly dogmatic for years,
during which the mantra of portfolio build-
ing was “more Alpha with less Beta.” Study
the math—this is circular logic leading
inevitably to mean reversion, since the
mean is its mathematical center. And in a
down market, Mean Variance Optimization
(MVO), the algorithm used to run alloca-
tion software, suffers because it relies heav-
ily on correlations, and as my “Post
Modern Portfolio Theory™ co-author, Greg
Kasten, likes to say, “Nothing goes up in a

down market except correlations.”
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Perhaps because Markowitz received the
Nobel Prize, the Mean-Variance Optimiza-
tion model became the industry standard
for portfolio construction, despite the
unresolved problems and the significant
advancement in computer technology over
the last 50 years.

What is not well known is that the
authors of MPT understood the limitations
of their academic work for real-life invest-
ment management. For example,
Markowitz himself said that “downside
semi-variance” would build better portfo-
lios than standard deviation. But as one of
his colleagues, William Sharpe, Ph.D.,
noted, “In light of the formidable computa-
tional problems (powerful desktop or even
mainframe computers were unavailable at
that time) ... he based his analysis on the

variance and standard deviation.”

MPT was created not as an asset alloca-
tion tool but as a model for global market
equilibrium, yet our industry has enshrined
it because it produces cool charts, auto-
mates the investment process and makes for
cozy, long-term shelf-space deals.

Yet MPT actually works pretty well as an
asset allocation tool when the Mean Vari-
ance Optimizer is thoughtfully con-
strained. Post Modern Portfolio Theory
(PMPT) and downside risk optimization do
a better job, but the absolute return and
risk differences are small. The simple fact
is that risk and diversification are almost
entirely tied up in one simple question:
How much fixed income? No stomach for
risk? Don’t buy stocks, real estate or com-
modities. Pure fixed income is, and always
has been, a perfectly sensible asset alloca-

MVO May Be Flawed, but MPT Is Not Obsolete
While many advisers have come to equate
the MVO model with MPT, they are now
beginning to understand, especially from
practical experience during this recession,
that MVO is a flawed algorithm for deter-
mining a client’s optimal portfolio alloca-
tion. This may be what leads them to the
erroneous opinion that MPT itself is obso-
lete. Regardless of what it is that leads to
this opinion, discounting the value of
MPT’s principles because of the way
investors are applying these principles
would be akin to the proverbial phrase
“throwing the baby out with the bathwa-
ter”” Let me explain.

Some of the principles of portfolio man-
agement derived from the research of
Miller, Markowitz, Sharpe and their col-
leagues include:

tion. It just doesn't sell during bull mar-
kets, and delivers dramatically less benefit
over the (really long, apparently) long haul.

A Race of Lemmings

The fact is that we are a race of lem-
mings, chasing one another up the moun-
tain in the good times and crashing
together off the edge of the cliff in the
bad, afraid of being left behind. In good
times you can’t persuade a prospective
client who's short on retirement cash to
take the obvious approach for reducing
risk—stick with fixed income and guaran-
teed products and make do with less. In
bad times you can’t persuade many not to
sell their $100 asset, whose fair value
turns out to be more like $80, for $50

or less. So we planners turn out to be
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+ Investors are risk averse: The only
acceptable risk is that which is ade-
quately compensated by potential
portfolio returns.

» Markets are efficient: Because of
large numbers of investors worldwide
and availibility of information, mar-
kets are, for the most part, fairly
priced or efficient.

+ The portfolio: Allocation of the port-
folio, as a whole, is more important
than individual security selection or
market timing.

+ Long-term: Investing should be for
the long term. Time averages out
short-term voliatility and allows
investors to experience the longer-
term uptrend of the market.

« Efficient Frontier: Every level of risk
has an optimal allocation of asset

lemmings, too, recommending roughly
the same things because it’s so hard to
overcome our own (and our clients’)
skepticism of outlier philosophies that we
tend not to adopt them, and that’s gener-
ally a good thing. We almost certainly do
a better job than our clients would do
without us, but “I only lost you 27 per-
cent instead of 30 percent,” is not a mes-
sage anyone is applauding.

The Truth of Investing
The truth of investing is simple and
unsexy. There are three major asset types—
equity, debt and real estate (and perhaps
commodities), and derivatives thereof. The
safest is debt, so it generally pays the least.
If a client can’t say “no” to selling his
or her stocks for 50 cents on the dollar
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classes that will maximize returns.
Conversely, for every level of return,
there is an optimal allocation of asset
classes that can be determined to min-
imize risk.

+ Diversification: Diversifying invest-
ments among assets with low correla-
tion to each other reduces a portfolio’s
systematic risk.

All of these principles of MPT continue
to be as valid today as the day they were
first published. However, investors do need
to learn practical approaches for applying
MPT’s principles in a more effective

manner.

Post-MPT and Behavioral Finance

It is interesting to note how principles of
MPT continue to inspire academic
research today. For example: Post-Modern

during a crash, he or she should buy no
stocks. If a client can’t afford to wait 5 or
10 years before having to cash in assets to
live off, he or she needs to have more
fixed income assets to live off.

In late 2007 and early 2008, when the
best thing to do, in hindsight, was to
move to 100 percent cash, I would never
have recommended anything of the sort
other than to the most risk-averse clients,
and even then I would have discussed a
20 percent equity stake. Now that moving
to cash has turned out to be the winner, I
still would recommend nothing of the
sort, though for different reasons. MPT is
at most a bit player in the sort of interac-
tive discussion it takes to explore these
issues and set the proper investment
policy, and always has been.

Portfolio Theory and research in behavioral
finance have pointed the way toward more
effective applications of MPT’s principles.
If these applications can be implemented
in a practical fashion, they can improve
investment results and catapult MPT’s
principles to a new level of effectiveness.

Investors and their advisers can under-
stand these new applications of MPT’s
principles and learn practical approaches
to implementing them.

For example, equating risk with standard
deviation implies that clients are just as
concerned with an investment’s unex-
pected gains as they are with unexpected
losses. This violates research from behav-
ioral finance logic. We know investors are
actually happy with unexpected gains and

PLEASE TURN TO TOP OF PAGE 18

—

Is MPT Dead?
So is MPT dead? Is a simple, strategic deci-

sion to diversify one’s life savings among
equity, fixed and real assets, rebalancing or
tactically realigning periodically, dead? No.
It’s just not what anyone wants to hear
today. They want to hear that it'’s someone’s
fault and that someone else has had the
silver bullet all along.

Is asset allocation dead? Of course not. If
you invest a single dollar, by definition you
have an asset allocation because you have
to invest in something. And what can you
invest in? Equity, debt, real estate and
derivatives thereof. That’s all there is. They
all lost money in 2008, and only govern-
ment or insurance guarantees propped up

PLEASE TURN TO BoTTOM OF PAGE 18
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MPT Principles Valid After 5 Decades
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 17

become concerned after experiencing
unexpected losses.

We also understand that investors can
(and should) reduce their investment risk
through diversification by allocating to
asset classes that are truly different from
each other (have low correlation). If the
asset classes an investor is allocated
among are too similar (highly correlated)
to each other (such as the traditional capi-
talization-style weighted asset classes of
large/small capitalization, growth/value,
etc.—asset classes with correlation coeffi-
cients converging on one), the portfolio is
not effectively reducing risk through
diversification. In this case, diversifica-
tion is not reducing potential losses,
especially in a protracted market
correction.

We now know that the
economy, investment mar-
kets, investor utility and

MPT Was Never Alive
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 17
even the cash assets—
which, after all, are just a
form of debt.

I think that what people
mean by “MPT is dead” and
“asset allocation is dead” is:

“I'm not selling the same old
thing that let you down, so hire me,
buy my book, I knew better all along.”

A handful clearly deserve their moment
of “I told you so,” but what let us all down
was not MPT, PMPT or any other theory of
investing—the markets simply did what
they did, and precious few saw the bus
about to run us all down (plenty of blame
to go around but pointless to squabble over
it now). If everyone had seen the bus
coming instead of just the lucky few, the
math of markets means that the bus would
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especially investment portfolios are all
affected by more than three factors (risk,
expected return and correlation). There-
fore, asset allocation algorithms should
consider relevant capital and economic
factors when attempting to determine a
portfolio’s optimal asset allocation or re-
balancing decisions. A few obvious exam-
ples of relevant factors would be interest
rates, inflation, GDP, unemployment,
money supply, etc.

Finally, lower-cost vehicles, such as

Did Modern Portfolio
Theory fail in 2008?

Don't
Know
19%,
Yes
38%

No
43%

Sipwias PR Peasqur i Cpeners AGIE
Tronas inInvesaire SIuf

simply have run everyone over sooner as
they mass-scampered to safety.

So give me the cheapest possible stocks,
bonds, cash and real estate, prudently
managed and rebalanced, perhaps dynam-
ically tweaked a bit from time to time in
response to changing conditions, and call

exchange-traded funds (ETFs), now offer
investors a 2 percent to 4 percent lower
total annual fee structure than managed
mutual funds. These fee reductions come
from lower management expenses, commis-
sions and taxes; and the savings can signifi-
cantly improve client returns over time.

Vern Sumnicht has 25 years of experience as a successful
financial planner and has been recognized for four con-
secutive years by Worth magazine as one of the “Nation’s
Top Wealth Advisors.” He and his team developed
iSectors'® diversified ETF allocation portfolios

(www.iSectors.com). Contact him at vern@isectors.com.

Endnotes
1. Harry M. Markowitz,
Portfolio Selection, Yale
University Press, 1959.
2. For details of the 1990 Nobel
Prize in economics and its three
winners, go to www.
nobelprize.org.
3. Markowitz, ibid.
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it what you want—

MPT, PMPT, asset allo-

cation, buy-and-hold,
dynamic allocation, tac-

tical allocation, market

timing, rebalancing—T’ll

take it. And right now, for

myself and for the friends,
family and clients who depend
on me ... I'll take stocks. @

Pete Swisher is a 401(k) wholesaler serving as senior
institutional consultant for Unified Trust Company NA.
He helps elite advisers build effective pension practices,
and is the author of 401(k) Fiduciary Governance: An

Advisor’s Guide, a textbook for pension consultants.

Endnote

1. Pete Swisher and Gregory W. Kasten, “Post
Modern Portfolio Theory,” Journal of Finan-
cial Planning 18, 9 (September 2005).
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Gobind Daryanani on Why You Need
to Rethink Rebalancing Now

By Carly Schulaka

o learn more about how best to

rebalance during tough eco-

nomic times, the Financial

Planning Association contacted

rebalancing expert Gobind
Daryanani. Daryanani is the author of
“Opportunistic Rebalancing: A New Para-
digm for Wealth Managers,” which appeared
in the January 2008 issue of the Journal of
Financial Planning. He is currently consulting
for TD Ameritrade and recently launched his
own consulting firm, FCAlgorithms.

FPA: Considering the current economic
conditions, is this a good time to rebalance?
GD: Assuming your allocations correctly
reflect your financial planning, yes; buy low
and sell high will always help. So it is a good
time to rebalance. But the qualifier is that
one may need to relook at allocations.

I think these turbulent times have rein-
forced that we need to know the priority of
importance of the functions RIAs perform.
The client’s feeling of security is No. 1.

Under that, we start getting into risk
analysis and asset allocation. Maybe you've
got 10 or 12 asset classes that you work
with, and in normal times, you can come
up with some kind of balance, say 60/40, of
equities and bonds that keeps clients sleep-
ing well at night.

But then turbulent times come, and clients
say, “Wait a second. I didn’t expect this kind
of stuff to happen. Maybe I'm not 60/40.
Maybe I'm really 50/50.” So you need to do
an assessment of where clients really are at.
You've got to be sure the asset allocation is
right, subjectively and objectively. It’s not
based on previous good times, but also based
on possible turbulent times.

Once you know where you want to be, we
can start talking about rebalancing. Rebalancing
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is about getting you back on target, but
you've got to be sure the target is the right
target. Rebalancing is not the right answer if
it’s to the wrong target.

FPA: Are there different considerations for
rebalancing within an asset class?

GD: The one thing you can do safely for
sure is rebalance inside the classification.
You can take all your equities and rebal-
ance among them, if they are off. Rebal-
ancing within equities, and within bonds,
and if you like, within alternatives, is
always OK—it doesn’t matter when or
what kind of market you are in.

Taking money from bonds to buy equi-
ties you have to rethink, and you can do
that once you establish your new, possibly
changed, targets.

FPA: Are there specific situations in which you
would not recommend rebalancing?
GD: Client fear is one. You've got to
remember the client’s peace of mind. Some
clients can't tolerate buying depressed
equities. If they can't tolerate it, then don’t
rebalance. Intellectually, you may know
this is the right thing to do, but if the client
is unable to buy equities when they have
dropped, then don't do it!

If you know the market will drop fur-
ther, then wait and do not rebalance quite
as quickly.

FPA: What's the best way to rebalance in
turbulent times?
GD: If the market is moving a lot, with steep
ups and downs, widen the rebalance bands.
Historically, I have found that using a 20
percent relative band maximizes your rebal-
ancing. That means, for example, that if
your international small cap allocation is 10

percent, you only rebalance if it’s 8 percent
to 12 percent. If it's a 5 percent allocation,
then rebalance if it’s 4 to 6 percent.

That’s what we do in a normal market. If
it's supposed to be at 10 and it drops to 8,
then it’s dropped enough that we think it’s
reached its low point and we should buy.

But if it’s moving so quickly that is drops to
7, then 6 then 5, it would be better to let it go
to 7, 6, or 5 before you buy. So in a turbulent
market, it’s better to go with a larger relative
band—say 25 or 30 percent.

And, in a fast-moving market you should
look more frequently. That doesn’t mean you
are going to do anything. But if in one day it
moves 1,000 points, you better be there!

FPA: How often should you rebalance?

GD: Opportunistically rather than regu-
larly, and generally not more than four
times a year.

Regular rebalancing is arbitrary. You might
think of doing it on certain dates, like your
birthday or the day before a client visit. But
by doing that, you're giving up a control you
have in your hands, which is valuable. You
can look for the time when you have a great
opportunity and maximize your benefits.

Opportunistic rebalancing is intuitive. If
the stock market dropped 1,000 points,
youd want to buy; that makes sense
because the assumption is that the market
will come back.

FPA: How often should you look (but not
necessarily rebalance)?

GD: Twice a month is OK, but in turbulent
times you should be looking every other
day. Again, look, but act only if it makes
sense. Turbulence means quick moves, and
we need to look even more frequently in
more turbulent markets. #
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Advisers Are

Asset Allocation

Did you recently, or are you currently, reevaluating the asset Percent of assets under management or supervision in*
allocation strategy you typically use/recommend?
Don't Know Mutual funds (non-wrap)
0,
0.6% Mutual fund wrap programs
No Separately managed accounts
25.4%
Other**
Yes Individual stocks
74%

ETFs
Individual bonds

Variable annuities

Default Possibilities Cash nd euivalents

Are you building default possibilities into your scenarios when Permanent life insuance

recommending/purchasing bonds?

Alternative investments

Yes 60% No 40%

REITs
®
Rebalancing
_ _ Hedge funds
How has the number of times you are rebalancing
changed since last year? Private equity funds
More 30%
Same 58%
Less 8%
N/A 4%
*For all advisers, including those who do and do not use each of the investment prodlucts
Source for all information on pages 20 and 21 FPA Research Center’s 2009 Trends in Investing study “includes private REITs, health savings accounts and limited partnerships among others.
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Rethinking ...

Withdrawal Strategy SEIeCtion Screens

Did you recently, or are you currently, reevaluating
the withdrawal strategy you typically recommend? With what frequency do you use the following screens to select investment vehicles?

Frequently Use m

N/A

4%
2008 2009 2008 2009
Long-term relative performance 32% 37% 58% 4%
Lead manager tenure 30% 34% 56% 28%
Expense ratio 34% 21% 50% 49%
Volatility measures (beta, standard deviation) 40% 43% 48% 571%
- . Average credit quality (bonds) 36% 35% 44% 43%
tion, 37 percent say they're rethinking their strategy because of Diversification (number of positions held) 4% 34% 35% 49%
tax changes (or expected tax changes) and 19 percent had other Absolute performance 52% 35% 21% 19%

reasons for rethinking withdrawals.
Only the most significant screens are included in this graph.

Product Mix

20%

° Do you plan to begin recommending/using any of the following investment vehicles
15% over the next 12 months?
10%

5%

0

ETFs

Individual bonds
529 plans

REITs

Individual stocks
Variable annuities
Fixed annuities
Hedge funds

v
=
=
>
=
>
=
>
=
D
L
=
©
=
=
a

Mutual funds (non wrap)
(ash and equivalents
Permanent life insurance
Mutual fund wrap programs
Separately managed accounts
Alternative investments
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Are You Using More Actively Managed Funds or More
Passive Index Funds now Compared to a Year Ago?

e are using a lot more passive

funds versus actively managed
funds due to the inherent limitations
regarding actively managed funds. Their
two biggest downfalls, in our opinion, are
their capital gain distributions and the fact
that they may be drifting away from what
their intent is. Fees and turnover are
another huge issue with actively managed
funds that most investors don’t necessarily
focus on. Most investors also assume that
actively managed funds do better in market
downturns, and our research shows that is
not true.

The three biggest drags on investment
performance, in our opinion, are fees, tax
efficiency and the active principles of
trying to beat an index. As CPAs, we are
very cognizant of these costs/impacts on
our portfolios.

Shawn Meade CFP®, CPA
Redwood Wealth Management LLC
Alpharetta, Ga.

Active vs. Passive

I ndex funds do not work, and I do not
use them. They do well in up markets
and destroy portfolios in down markets.

Vern C. Hayden, CFP®

Hayden Wealth Management

Westport, Conn.

normally don’t use index funds for the

following reasons:

The volatility of index funds will never
be less than the market, and the volatility
of the market has been uncomfortable.

The performance of index funds, by defi-
nition, will never outperform their index,
and I believe that one can keep in funds
that will, by and large, outperform their
index.

The individual securities in an index fund
are not chosen from an “investment” point
of view; they are chosen from a “statistical”
point of view. For example, there are many
stocks in the S&P that no one would recom-
mend for investments. They are in the S&P

f any active manager is ever able to beat
an index, now is that time given the
price dislocations in the market.
Jim Weil CFP®, CIMA®
Financial Strategy Network, LLC
Chicago

because they play a part in reflecting
what both “good” and “bad” stocks will
do as a whole.

However, this seems to be a time when
no managers are preferable to an index
fund in some asset classes, and I have
wound up using a few more index funds
simply because they outperformed man-
aged funds overall in a few asset classes. I
think some managers made some bad bets
and did not diversify them away. For the
tirst time ever I saw some funds go from
the first quartile to the last in one quarter.

John Sullivan, CFP®, ChFC, CLU, AIF™

World Equity Group Inc.
Arlington Heights, IIL.

Are you using more or less actively managed
funds now compared to a year ago?

N/A
7%
Less

21%
More

21%

Same
51%

Source: FPA Research Center’s 2009 Trends in Investing Stuady
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More
17%

Are you using more or less passively managed/
index funds now compared to a year ago?

N/A
9% Less
18%
Same
56%
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Stay Ahead of the Competition
with Membership in FPA!

Discover the value of membership in the Financal Planning Associaton™ (FPA®),
|oin the community that strives to rise awareness of the value of Anancial planning

and advance the financial planning profession.

Diespire unpredicrabilicy of the marker, FRA members stay ahead of the compenrion
with access to amazing benelics! Below are a few examples ot benelits that wall help
v gain A competitive advantage. ..

FPA Practice FPA Research Reports FPA Publications
Management Center Achigve an unfur advanmpe Foxpand vour knowdedpe and
Solutnns tor vour oretie warth pecess to tireely consurmer Vol exnertise of prersn
at vour fingertips! and indusery research! financial planning!

If you join by June 30, 2009, we will
send you the Retirement Distribution
Planning Supplement absolutely free!

Join FPA and begin to utilize your
competitive advantage!

Go online to www.FPAnet.org, or call
your FPA Member Services Advocate

at 800.322.4237T; option 2 and join
over the phone!

FPA:

FIMANCIAL PLAMMING ASSOCIATION

The Heart of Financial Plarming



Record numbers of experienced
advisors are joining Ameriprise Financial.

Find out why.

Changing broker-dealers is never easy, but in today’s environment it's basically a crap shoot. Who'll be
running the company? Will they cut your payout? What other changes will they dictate? How will your
clients be impacted?

At Ameriprise Financial, we believe clients and advisors deserve more, and more is what we offer.
Become part of a nationwide family of dedicated financial professionals backed by a stable
FORTUNE 500® company* with the financial strength, visionary leadership and resources you need.

114 Years of Strength and Stability

> Financially strong and well-positioned for the future

> Committed to prudently managing risk and growing responsibly
Values-based Culture

> Our core values — client-focused, integrity, excellence and respect — drive our mission to grow ethically

and responsibly

Flexibility to Choose How to Affiliate

> Employee or independent franchise advisor, team or solo practice

> Sell your independent financial advisory practice to Ameriprise Financial
360° Support to Grow Your Practice

> Extensive resources and accessible leaders

> National advertising and local marketing

> Industry leading planning tools and capabilities

You give more, you want more. Before you make a move, go to
joinameriprise.com/8345 or call us confidentially at (888) 267-8345.

1. FORTUNE Magazine, May 4, 2009.

Ameriprise Financial is the umbrella marketing name used by two separate and distinct registered broker dealers of Ameriprise Financial, Inc.:
Ameriprise Advisor Services, Inc. and Ameriprise Financial Services, Inc. Both are Equal Opportunity Employers. Financial planning services

and investments offered through Ameriprise Financial Services, Inc., member FINRA and SIPC. Investments and financial advisory services are
offered through Ameriprise Advisor Services, Inc., member NYSE/FINRA/SIPC. Some products and services described may not be available

in all jurisdictions or to all clients. This information is not intended as an offer to sell, or the solicitation of an offer to buy, a franchise. It is for
information purposes only. Ameriprise Financial is pleased to be using an authentic Eames DCW manufactured by Herman Miller, courtesy Eames
Office LLC, eamesoffice.com, eamesfoundation.org.
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The Personal Advisors of

Ameriprise

Have a seat. . .
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