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Welcome to Keen on Retirement 
With Bill Keen and Steve Sanduski 

Steve Sanduski: Hello everybody, and welcome back to Keen on Retirement. I'm your co-host, 
Steve Sanduski, and with me is Bill Keen and Matt Wilson. Hey guys. How are 
you doing today?  

Bill Keen: We are good today, Steve. How are you doing up in your area there?  

Steve Sanduski: Doing fantastic. 

Bill Keen: It's hard to believe that we're already halfway through summertime, but it's 
how it goes, doesn't it? Time flies. Time's the priceless commodity.  

Steve Sanduski: It certainly is. I think there's a blog post on that.  

Bill Keen: Yes there is. Just recently released.  

Steve Sanduski: All right. Very timely. Hey, Matt, I know you got something up your sleeve here 
because you're going to talk about something that happened, maybe, 25 years 
ago that is of interest to us today. 

Matt Wilson: Yeah, I came across this article. It caught my eye, and I found it very interesting. 
One, it was about the movie Forest Gump, and that debuted in 1994. It just 
came up on its 25-year anniversary. I know it's hard to imagine that long ago. In 
the movie, and I completely forgot this, but someone online wrote an article, 
and they discussed that Lieutenant Dan, who was with Forest Gump in the 
Bubba Gump Shrimp Company, they invested in some kind of fruit company.  

Bill Keen: Uh huh. 

Matt Wilson: Do you guys remember this? 
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Bill Keen: A fruit company.  

Matt Wilson: Yeah.  

Bill Keen: How does this relate to today? I think I know where he's going with this, Steve. 

Matt Wilson: The fruit company was Apple.  

Bill Keen: Yes. 

Matt Wilson: The computer manufacturer.  

Bill Keen: Yes, they thought it was a fruit company. Got it. Okay.  

Matt Wilson: Yeah, Forest Gump just thought he invested in some sort of fruit company. Well, 
25 years later ... This is this article, what the basis of it is on, and there's a lot of 
assumptions, so this isn't necessarily what happened in the movie. They said, 
"Lieutenant Dan invested in this fruit company," and put some notional amount. 
This article said, "Well, let's just assume it was $100,000." In 1975, which was 
the time frame from when that investment would have happened in the movie, 
would have purchased about 3% of Apple's stock at that time.  

Bill Keen: Goodness. 

Matt Wilson: This was prior to it going public, by the way. That investment, had Forest Gump 
held onto it until today, would be worth $28 billion.  

Bill Keen: Wow. Now, I wonder if Tom Hanks owns any Apple, or if that's any relevance to 
our story today. 

Matt Wilson: You know, I guess in 1994, had he purchased some based on his character, it 
sure would have done well, but I think this is interesting given our recent 
podcast on IPOs, and how we talked about so many of them having a lot of 
hype, but not a lot of follow-through. Back in 1980, when Apple went public, a 
much different IPO market too at that time, but that was an investment that 
clearly paid off with the benefit of hind sight, of course, going back to 1980, yes, 
his $100,000 is now worth $28 billion.  

Bill Keen: Now the big question that we mentioned even on that podcast, if you all haven't 
listened to the IPO podcast, I would recommend you go back and listen to that 
one. We've gotten a lot of great reviews on that, is would he have held his 
shares that long? I would contend no. What about you, Steve? 

Steve Sanduski: Highly unlikely.  

Bill Keen: Yes. 
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Matt Wilson: Of course, we are talking about Forest Gump, so that fruit company, he may 
have just ignored it. 

Bill Keen: He might have just forgot about it. Like we say, Rip Van Winkle, you just kind of 
go to sleep for 30 or 40 years, wake up, and you could have probably done very 
well if you were diversified in the marketplace. It's funny you bring up Forest 
Gump. I just saw that movie about three months ago. Can you believe that? 

Matt Wilson: For the first time?  

Bill Keen: For the first time. Carissa said, "We have to watch this movie," and so we 
watched the movie, and it talks a lot about shrimp on there, as you know, a lot 
about shrimp. This is a funny thing I'll share with our listeners. I receive a lot of 
information, as the founder and CEO of Keen Wealth. Folks soliciting me for all 
kinds of different things.  

 This was initially one that came in about 60 days after I watched Forest Gump. I 
got an offer to be the title sponsor for $250,000, okay? Yeah, it got my 
attention. I'm like, "What is this now?" Of the National Shrimp Festival.  

Matt Wilson: Oh man.  

Steve Sanduski: It's all because you watched Forest Gump, right? 

Matt Wilson: Yeah.  

Bill Keen: Now, "Wait, what's the correlation here?" I did turn that opportunity down.  

Steve Sanduski: Did you watch it on Netflix, or where did you see it?  

Bill Keen: I did watch it on Netflix. You can't ... No, come on.  

Steve Sanduski: Maybe they sell the information about what people are watching, and some 
shrimp people got it.  

Bill Keen: Wouldn't that be crazy? It was a very legitimate person reached out, and sent 
me a whole package on information. It was out of state, like Alabama or 
something. Kind of confused by the offering. 

Matt Wilson: That's scary. 

Bill Keen: It is scary, yeah. Not really sure. Maybe there was zero correlation at all. It was 
just very random.  

Steve Sanduski: All right, well hey ... 
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Bill Keen: Most of the things we sponsor are charitable events, we don't do a lot of these 
sponsorship things at anything like this, certainly not probably shrimp festival 
anytime soon. All right, Steve, I'll let you roll into our topic today.  

Steve Sanduski: I was going to say, you mentioned sponsorship, that actually leads right into our 
topic today. We've got a couple things that we want to share with you. One of 
them relates to an article that was just recently published here in Barron's 
Magazine. It talks about what's called Pay to Play. We're going to describe what 
that means, and it's really an important topic because consumers need to 
understand the cost structure, and the potential conflicts of interest that are 
embedded in parts of the financial services industry.  

 This article in Barron's really points it out. It's nothing new to the three of us. 
We're well aware of what these issues are, and have been for as long as we've 
been in the business, but most consumers aren't, so we're going to share some 
behind-the-scenes information here about the financial industry, where some of 
these costs are embedded, what the potential conflicts are, and then that's 
going to roll right into a second part, which is what you two guys do, and the 
rest of the advisors at Keen Wealth do, in terms of when you're working with a 
client or potential new client, you have these conversations.  

 We're going to talk about things that consumers should be asking their financial 
advisor about these kinds of potential financial conflicts, so it's going to be a 
really important episode, and we're excited that all of you are listening. Matt, I 
think maybe you're going to start us off here with giving us an overview of what 
this whole thing is about.  

Matt Wilson: Yeah, this article was great. It was very in-depth, a lengthy article, and I'm sure 
the companies, there's several firms kind of mentioned in here, aren't very 
happy about it because this is an issue, and this is something, as you've 
mentioned, Steve, we're well aware of them. We've even brought up in previous 
podcasts too, but it maybe gets a little bit in the weeds, and a little technical at 
times, but this is something that I think people need to understand.  

 These are some quotes directly from the article. They just hit the nail right on 
the head with this. They just said, "Investors can be forgiven for thinking that 
buying a fund is a simple affair, that your advisor does the research, chooses the 
best product, and adds it to the portfolio. The reality may be very different 
though. Funds that appear on platforms, whether at an online broker, or White-
shoe firm, are often there because a variety of revenue-sharing deals have been 
struck."  

 What does that mean? Well, essentially what that means is that some of the 
investments that you're using, whether if you're a do-it-yourselfer, and you're 
using just one of the discount brokerage firms or if you're using an advisor that 
works for one of the big, major Wall Street banks, which are sometimes called 
Wire Houses, don't have access to all the investments that exist.  
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Matt Wilson: The title of the article is Pay to Play by Mutual Fund Companies and Brokerages 
is Hurting Investors. Here's How.  

Bill Keen: Imagine if you went to the doctor, and you had a very serious health condition, 
and the doctor was only able to offer you the drugs or the treatment from 
companies that had paid the most to get into their arsenal of prescription, if you 
will.  

Matt Wilson: Exactly. 

Bill Keen: There was other things out there that would be better for you, but those 
particular companies weren't willing to pay the money to the doctor so that the 
doctor would prescribe them. Actually, that would be very illegal, and it is today. 
That's what we're talking about here.  

Matt Wilson: Now, to be fair, they did say some of the reasons that some funds aren't on 
certain platforms is because of the size, so some of the investment vehicles, 
whether it's an ETF or a mutual fund, isn't available is because they aren't very 
big. In terms of the infrastructure of the fund company, or the asset base that 
the fund company manages, so they're in essence saying, "Well, they're too 
small for us to even recommend because we don't know if they'll be around in X 
number of years."  

 I can understand there's a reason for that. Part of their due diligence process is 
weeding out some of those, but ... 

Bill Keen: Yes, but that's different than what you're saying just how much do they pay to 
get on the platform. 

Matt Wilson: Due diligence, and then accepting some large fees to get on a platform. Those 
are two totally separate things.  

Bill Keen: Then, once they get to a certain size, then really that's where the article kicks 
into, "Okay, we ..." They interview different fund companies that are involved, 
and say, "We have a significant disadvantage because we can't pay, and/or 
aren't willing to pay, to be on these platforms. 

Matt Wilson: Well, you talk about these firms that say they're not able to pay because maybe 
they're smaller. They still have a wonderful process, let's say in investment, but 
they're not able to pay, but I know one very large and substantial company that 
would be able to pay any fee, probably, that these big brokerage houses would 
require from them, that actually said, "No. We're not paying those fees." You 
know which one I'm talking about, which firms. 

Bill Keen: Yeah, this was actually fairly public, at least in the investment community, when 
this was announced, but in 2017, Vanguard, which is the company we're talking 
about, they have created low-cost index mutual funds, and index ETFs. They just 
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give you exposure to the market. No active management, so-to-speak. Vanguard 
does have actively managed funds, but the majority of their assets are in their 
index funds. 

 They said, and they have steadfastly refused to pay to play. They aren't 
participating in any revenue-sharing agreements, and because of that, Morgan 
Stanley kicked them out of their platform. Morgan Stanley clients cannot 
purchase Vanguard funds.  

Matt Wilson: It's interesting because I would contend that the Vanguard funds, and ETFs, and 
indexes, and so forth, are some pretty good tools, actually. 

Bill Keen: They could be the best choice in many cases.  

Matt Wilson: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Bill Keen: For those clients, they're not allowed, which is a huge disservice to those clients. 

Matt Wilson: That's right.  

Steve Sanduski: I think there's a couple ways that this is a disservice. One is what you just 
mentioned, which is that consumers may not have access to good investment 
products, and then the second is for those companies that do this pay to play, 
where they do fork over, it could be hundreds of thousands of dollars, or even 
into the millions over the course of a year, often times that increases the 
underlying expenses of that investment product.  

 The consumer ends up paying for the pay to play because the manufacturer of 
that product increases the price of that produce to cover the cost that they have 
to pay to pay to play. 

Matt Wilson: Well said. 

Bill Keen: Very true, Steve, and this is not just at the wire houses. I mentioned earlier that 
the do-it-yourself investor, they may think, "Hey, maybe I'm not subject to this 
and I'm not using a wire house, or a big Wall Street bank."  

 Well, those transaction-free platforms have higher expense ratios, just to your 
point, Steve, to cover the cost of being on that platform, so yes, you may not 
pay the $4.95 commission, or the $8.95 commission to be on there, but you're 
internal expenses, inside that investment, can be anywhere from 30 to 40 basis 
points higher than if you were to just pay the commission, and buy it outright.  

Matt Wilson: Mm-hmm (affirmative). 

Steve Sanduski: Yep, and when we say ... 
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Bill Keen: Again ... 

Matt Wilson: Yeah, go ahead. 

Steve Sanduski: When we say 30 to 40 basis points, we're talking three tenths of one percent, or 
four tenths of one percent, so that's what we mean by basis points.  

Matt Wilson: That's right, yeah, kind of a technical term there. These are all disclosed. This 
isn't hidden. It is disclosed. Again, it's disclosed in the legal jargon buried inside 
of all those documents that I'm sure everyone reads when they get those 
updates on an annual basis from their investment accounts. It's hard to 
understand because, again, it's not specifically saying, "Well, here's what you're 
paying extra."  

 That's really what people want to know is, "Well, what am I paying extra versus 
the other choices that I have?" That is not disclosed. You have to figure it out 
yourself.  

Steve Sanduski: Interestingly, there was a time when these things were not very well disclosed. 
Now, they're in prospectuses. I remember back in that late 90s to early 2000s, 
when I was pretty involved in this aspect of the industry, and pretty familiar 
with what was going on in all this pay to play stuff, based on a job I had back 
then, that it was a pretty free-wheeling era back in the 90s, with lots of really 
nice trips that were paid for by these pay to play deals.  

 Then, there was a politician who decided to help make his reputation by going 
after the financial services companies that were doing these things, and trying 
to disclose these. You guys have any guess who was the leading politician back 
in the late 90s, early 2000s, who really went after this issue? 

Matt Wilson: I'm going to completely guess, Barney Frank.  

Steve Sanduski: Well, he wasn't the one I was thinking of, but he was certainly involved in a lot 
of financially industry regulation. The one in particular that I'm thinking about ... 

Bill Keen: Eliot?  

Steve Sanduski: ... is Eliot Spitzer, yes. 

Matt Wilson: Oh yes.  

Bill Keen: How about me coming out of the shadows. 

Steve Sanduski: Yes. 

Bill Keen: I was not Googling that. I promise you. It was coming to my mind. I knew it was 
Eliot.  
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Steve Sanduski: I believe at the time, he was like the district attorney for the southern district of 
New York, or something like that, and he was trying to really build his 
reputation, so he really went after the financial services firms on this issue, and 
a lot of things changed. I mean a lot of things. I'll give you a simple example 
here. Maybe this is too in the weeds, but ... 

Matt Wilson: Speaking of reputation, I'm not sure he'd be able to ... Anyway, that's a whole 
nother ... 

Steve Sanduski: Yeah, he had his problems years later, for sure.  

Matt Wilson: But anyway, go ahead. 

Steve Sanduski: I was just going to say, back in those days, product manufacturers, like the 
mutual fund companies, or the insurance companies, annuity manufacturers, 
they would pay brokerage firms a lot of money to sponsor events and "due 
diligence" trips. Back in those days, your due diligence trip could be in the 
Bahamas, it could be in the South of France, it could be in Hong Kong, it could 
be wherever the brokerage firm wanted to go, and the sponsoring companies 
would pay for it. 

 Well, one of the regulations that got changed was if you wanted to do a due 
diligence trip, the location could be no more than about 50 miles from the 
headquarters of that product manufacturer. If you're a Boston-based 
investment management company, or mutual fund company, and you wanted 
to do a due diligence trip, your trip to bring the financial advisors in, had to be 
within 50 miles of Boston. It couldn't be in the Bahamas.  

Matt Wilson: Okay. 

Steve Sanduski: That was just one change that was made. Now, another little tidbit. That hurt a 
lot of companies, except for Franklin Templeton Mutual Funds, who was 
headquartered in Nassau, Bahamas.  

Bill Keen: Oh, very nice. They made, probably, a push at that time. Now, they do those 
trips, at the brokerage houses, where they are forced to put some sort of 
education in, right? They have to show that there was some sort of education 
happening. I don't know, since the '08, '09 financial collapse, they come back 
online a little bit on some of those trips? Is that your experience, Steve, in that? 

Steve Sanduski: Yeah, I think so. I think some of the new administration is more lenient on some 
of these things, so I think some of the rules may have been rolled back here in 
recent years, but I think the bottom line that we really want to get across to all 
of you listening here, is that there are a lot of things behind-the-scenes here, in 
terms of how money flows in the financial services industry, that is well-known 
to all of us that are in the industry, but not necessarily well-known to 
consumers, and so we want to bring that to light.  
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 I think maybe this might be a good segue over to the second part of our 
conversation, which is as a consumer, someone who wants to work with a 
financial advisor, what kinds of questions should you be asking your advisor to 
really understand what potential conflicts they may have related to this area? 

Matt Wilson: We've pointed out, today there's pay to play. We've pointed out other issues in 
the past, and it's not easy. That's the problem. I mean the financial services 
industry has done a good job of making it complicated. You don't know what 
type of relationship you're getting involved in, and that's step one, is 
understanding the standards of engagement that you're getting involved in.  

 This is something that we cover with all of our clients, and before we even sign 
on a client, we go over the standard of engagement that we are entering into. 
We help people understand if you're interviewing other advisors or other 
planners, here are the questions that you should ask them just to help you 
understand, and kind of level the playing field, so you can make an apples-to-
apples comparison. 

Bill Keen: And folks have been doing a little bit of Googling on some of these topics. They 
know they've probably come across the term suitability as a standard of 
engagement, and fiduciary as a standard of engagement, and the question is 
how do we know what kind of standard we're operating with? Are there 
conflicts of interest? Are there pay to play type arrangements in the 
background? Is your advisor receiving kickbacks for promoting certain products 
to you over some other product?  

 That still happens today, and so the question is how do we know? A broker 
operating under that suitability standard is not required to recommend the 
best, or most cost-effective advice. It's only that which is deemed suitable. I 
would say a prison meal is suitable, right? 

Matt Wilson: Sure. 

Bill Keen: It certainly isn't the best for someone, so we could really define this thing a lot 
of different ways, but some Wall Street banks and brokerage still cling to this 
lesser standard because it does allow them to legally push out even proprietary 
products, accept this pay to play compensation for shelving certain products, 
and letting their advisors sell those products, as opposed to others, and then 
provide exactly what we talked about, kickbacks to brokers in the form of higher 
compensation or trips, etc.  

 Gosh, a broker operating to that suitability standard is not required, now this is 
important, they're not required to monitor an ongoing investment or strategy. 
They're legally only required to make sure that an investment is suitable at the 
time of sale. The onus is on the investor then to determine if it maintains its 
suitability over their lifetime. The legal responsibility is only on the broker to 
make sure that at the time of sale that it was just this lower bar of suitable. 
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 Now, fiduciary, operating in that capacity, is held accountable for acting in a 
client's best interest on all fronts, in every situation, and reducing and 
eliminating potential conflicts of interest, and if there is one, they must 
document it, and disclose it, a fiduciary, quite the opposite, is obligated to 
develop a thorough and ongoing relationship and understanding of someone's 
situation, and the onus is on that fiduciary to ensure that things stay in 
someone's best interest. 

 There's a legal obligation for engagement. A legal obligation for relationship, for 
active monitoring, for updating, for staying in contact, for making sure that 
things are in someone's best interest. Those are two very different standards, 
but you walk into a financial advisor's office, and the furniture all looks the 
same. The suits look the same. You don't know how to really discern unless this 
is being brought to someone's attention. 

 There's a lot of advisors out there, they call themselves financial advisors, that 
are just insurance licenses. You would never know that unless you knew how to 
dig a little bit deeper. The solution to all of your problems will be some life 
insurance-based product. To a man with a hammer, everything's a nail. Just 
understanding how all that works is important to visit today yet again. 

 We can talk a little bit about the differences in the actual planning because right 
now we're just talking about the investment, but the planning that goes into 
getting to what investment someone owns is, I would contend, as important, or 
more important than the actual investment that gets made ultimately to 
support the financial plan. A lot of these firms don't even do financial planning, 
or it's very surface level. 

Matt Wilson: Yeah, I mean the way I like to interpret this difference between suitability and 
fiduciary is to say suitability is the lowest bar, fiduciary is the highest bar. When 
you're just describing that definition, what initially just pops in my mind is like, 
"Well, the suitability, you're just dealing with a sales person, and it's a 
transaction."  

Bill Keen: Mm-hmm (affirmative). That's right.  

Matt Wilson: It's like, "Okay, I sold you this mutual fund, and away you go, or I sold you this 
annuity, or whatever." They might have their name on their statements, but 
they have no obligation after that anymore.  

Bill Keen: I started in the investment industry in 1992, 1993. I went to school. Steve, as 
you know, I have a book coming out called Keen on Retirement. I'm super 
excited about finally getting that released, but I talk about this in there, but I'll 
give you a little preview. 

 I started in the industry. I worked for a company in town here called 20th 
Century Investors. Now, it's called American Century because we've moved into 
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a different century. They had to change the name. I did a year there. It was a no-
load mutual fund company. A great entrée into the industry, but I always knew 
that I wanted to be in the advice business around financial planning.  

 I do describe a little more of that journey and thinking in the book that will be 
out in September of 2019 here. At that time, I was unable to give advice 
because we were what was called the no-load firm. I wasn't authorized. I had 
licenses, but we weren't able to give advice to clients that were calling in. We 
just had to process their instructions. 

It was distressing because I saw people doing a lot of things that I knew were 
wrong, even at that early time in my career, and so I walked out of American 
Century after about a year, and I cold-walked into brokerage firms because that 
seemed like the next thing to do to become an advisor. I was hired by a firm 
called Dean Witter, and pretty quickly went off to training in New York City.  

 I worked on the 83rd floor of the South World Trade Center Building, and lived 
and worked out there. You might have remembered, or if I tell you this I know 
you'll remember, that was one month after the folks drove a Ryder truck into 
the parking garage in the World Trade Center and detonated a bomb. Do you 
remember that, Steve? 

Steve Sanduski: I do, yep. Yeah, wow. 

Bill Keen: It was an interesting time to be in New York. Here I was a young kid from Kansas 
City living and working on Wall Street, and we were supposed to stay in that 
hotel. It was between the two towers, and because of that bomb that was 
detonated, we stayed down at 31st and 7th Avenue. I looked out my window of 
this high rise that I stayed in, and right onto Madison Square Garden. It was an 
interesting time. 

 The reason I bring that up is because I thought I was getting into the advice 
business, and financial planning business, and what I quickly realized back then 
was that the training in New York was sales training. 

 The training was not financial, not financial planning. It was all about sales. It 
was just about each department of that firm coming through, and getting in 
front of all the new trainees and rookies and saying, "You should promote these 
investments, unitrust. You should promote these mutual funds. You should 
promote this package, product." It was just all about sales training, and no 
financial planning.  

 As I progressed through working for almost 20 years inside of these brokerage 
models, you saw those conflicts of interest. You saw management talking about 
clients with terms like, "We have to increase wallet share." I hated that term, 
and I have that in the book too because it was a horrific term to think about a 
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client as wallet share, or they would talk about same-store sales. "We've got to 
increase same-store sales."  

 I'm like, "These management people, and these big firms, they don't look at our 
clients as people." Now, that's a broad thing to say, because that's not how they 
all are, and I know that there's some good things about these firms or they 
wouldn't still be around and so forth, but in the forms they are today, but all I'm 
saying is that the discussion was more about maximizing the shareholder value 
of these big firms, talking about same-store sales, cross-selling products, locking 
clients in, and wallet share.  

 Man, it was offensive to me, honestly. We worked directly with families, and it's 
very personal to us, and I could see that the senior management, now this is my 
experience again, it just was offensive to me in those environments. I could see 
it in my trajectory. We founded Keen Wealth as a fiduciary firm over five years 
ago, and it was just something that had been a long time coming, but I think it's 
important for folks to know, and again, it just kind of speaks to what we're 
talking about today, these podcasts end up being a listen in on a conversation.  

 They're things that we think that the public, and our listeners, should just be 
aware of, and that's why we thought it was important to do that. The other 
thing that I didn't like about that too, while I'm on kind of a roll here, Steve, is 
that this whole cross-selling thing, and a couple of the big firms have got a lot of 
negative press on it, I won't say those names.  

 One of the things they said was if we could get clients in as many things as we 
can, cross-sold in, they could never leave. Our clients would receive solicitations 
without us knowing it when we operated inside these firms. Like soliciting loans, 
credit cards, checking accounts, even young kids being solicited with credit 
cards, folks being solicited to take loans out against their stock investments.  

 That can be very dangerous just having this broad-based solicitation saying, 
"Hey, take a loan against your stock accounts," and us, as the advisors, not even 
knowing those were going out. We had several times where we just were 
notified that clients had taken loans against their stock investments. We didn't 
even know it. The firm had just solicited them without our knowledge. 

 Anyway, there's so many things out there that I think folks need to be aware of 
when they're going out looking for good, quality, objective financial advice, or 
talking about people's long-term money, their life savings that it's worth it to 
not be negative Nellie's here, but to just share with folks, give them a little bit of 
an idea of kind of what goes on, and just to be on guard, because there are 
certainly great advisors at all these firms we're talking about, but it's just 
knowing what questions to ask, and being on guard, and being educated about 
this thing. 
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Matt Wilson: We’re trying to help people kind of navigate it too, not just make it complicated, 
and confusing, and give you some of these questions, you can override me on 
this, I guess, Bill, if you'd like, but I'd say if any of our listeners want, we can 
send you the questions that you need to be asking your financial advisor. 

 We typically go over those in our one-on-one meetings, but if anyone wants 
those, to reach out, and we will send those.  

Bill Keen: Of course. 

Matt Wilson: I think too, when it comes to you know, like the planning side of things, we say, 
"Successful investing is goal-focused and planning based." We start with the 
financial plan first. At Keen Wealth, all of our planners, they're all CFPs or 
working on towards their CFP designation, if they're new to the industry, and 
again, that's another thing I think if you're looking for a financial planning 
relationship, and you're confused by all this, definitely seek out at least a CFP.  

 It'll eliminate a lot of the things that we've been pointing out. There's still all 
types of CFPs and different investment philosophies and everything else, but at 
least it's a start. It kind of narrows down your playing field, at least. You can 
start to navigate some of these different conflicts and issues to find the 
relationship that makes sense for you. 

Bill Keen: I would always be asking, "What's it take to engage with a firm? Do I have a 
long-term contract? Are there fees and commissions to start? Would there be 
fees and commissions to get away if someone realized that the relationship 
wasn't what they thought it was, and then wanted to exit the relationship? Am I 
going to be in things that I'm stuck, so to speak?"  

 I believe that a healthy relationship should be one that either party, that would 
be your advisor or you, could exit at any time. There's nothing tying anyone 
together except the sense that for the advisor, the client is a good fit, it's a 
respectful relationship. For the client, that they're receiving the value, and the 
attention, and the results that they're looking for, and if not, either party can 
walk away at any time with no fees, no contracts. I think that's a big one.  

 We want to make sure both parties are at the table because they want to be not 
because they have to be. I would always want to find out what the costs really 
are, the total costs of engaging with someone. It's difficult for me when we see 
folks come in when they've been presented with a program of investing, and 
only part of the fees are being disclosed to that potential client. The advisors 
aren't proactively educating them on the total cost of investments, so people 
are being misled there. 

 It's really important to understand that. Again, some of the things we talked 
about today. Are there revenue-sharing agreements in place? Are there pay to 
play? Are there conflicts of interest? Asking your advisor, if you decide to go 
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with someone, point out the conflicts of interest in your paperwork. Don't 
expect to just know where to look. Ask your advisor to point out the conflicts of 
interest, if there are any in their paperwork, before you engage.  

 Those are just a few. A little preview of some of the questions we have on the 
list, but again, as Matt said, we'd be more than happy to send that full list out to 
anyone who reaches out to us for that.  

Steve Sanduski: If I could summarize what we've talked about here, I wrote down three notes 
here. One is that all of you listening, if you're going to be working with a 
financial advisor, it's important to really understand that there are some 
potential financial conflicts in this industry. We've pointed out a big example of 
what that can be.  

 Second is to understand the potential conflicts that your advisor may have, and 
you can understand those by asking good questions, and Bill and Matt just went 
over a few of those. We're going to have some show notes at 
keenonretirement.com so you can read about it there. Then, you can also, we'll 
be happy to send you a list of those questions that we go through with people 
who want to work with us, and you can use this as a list to ask anyone that you 
may want to work with, if it doesn't happen to be us.  

 Then, third I'd say to understand that there's different ways that financial 
advisors can operate, in terms of the advice that they give. One is what we call 
the suitability standard, and we've talked about that here today, which is the 
lowest standard, and it just means that eh, this investment, this 
recommendation, it's suitable for you versus the fiduciary standard, which is 
what Keen Wealth Advisors operates under, which is the highest standard, the 
highest bar.  

 That means that we will always make recommendations that are in your highest 
and best interest. I think that's a quick summary of the three things we talked 
about here. Anything else that either one of you want to add?  

Bill Keen: Steve, I think you summarized it well today. Just again, we don't want to be 
negative Nellies on these topics, but I do just think that it's important that 
there's a place to go for folks to understand and learn about the things they 
should be paying too because you know, for each family that sits across the 
table from us, and I tell my advisors this all the time, for that family, their 
situation is everything to them.  

 Our attention needs to be focused 100% on them and their goals, their 
objectives, their family, their well being, making sure that all these things 
coordinate and correlate. It's not lost on me that we're working with folk's life 
savings, and it is everything to them. That's the basis that I build the culture 
around here at Keen Wealth. That's why we're passionate about some of these 
things that we talk about as we see this industry unfolding.  
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 Yes, there's more transparency today than there was, like I described, 25 years 
ago. It's getting better. Articles like this Barron's article came out. It's bringing 
light to these things, attention to these things, but again, most of your investors, 
hopefully they're just out enjoying their lives. They're not pouring over this stuff 
on Google, and paying attention to it. The transparency is there, and I believe 
we're headed in the correct direction with the way consumers are now engaging 
with their financial folks. 

Steve Sanduski: Bill, I think that's a great way to wrap up the episode, so thank you. Thank you, 
Matt, for being on the show today as well, and for all of you, again, if you want 
to get the detailed information that we talked about today, the show notes, the 
questions that you should be asking a financial advisor that you may want to 
work with, just go to keenonretirement.com, that's K-E-E-N onretirement.com. 
You get all the info. Please tell your friends as well. This is an important episode, 
and we certainly want to share it widely. Guys, thanks again. We'll look forward 
to talking to you on the next episode of Keen on Retirement.  

Bill Keen: Great Steve. Thanks, Matt.  

Matt Wilson: Thanks. 
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