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Introduction
This is the fifth Defaqto discretionary fund manager (DFM)
satisfaction study based on feedback from adviser firms that
have outsourced their client investment assets to third-party
discretionary managers.
The study among financial advisers received 249 responses and measured the performance of 14
categories of service:

•

Provider financial strength and resource

•

Service

•

Provider brand

•

Online facilities

•

Client on-boarding

•

Accessibility

•

Existing business administration

•

Quality of staff – administration

•

Investment flexibility – range of assets

•

Quality of staff – investment

•

Investment flexibility – range of options

•

Quality of literature

•

Remuneration

•

Ease of doing business

We first asked advisers to assess the importance of the 14 service disciplines listed above, using a
five-point scale from ‘not at all important’ through to ‘very important’. From this we calculated a mean
score out of five to determine the perceived importance of each of these individual aspects of service.
We also identified which DFMs advisers are using. Finally, we identified their preferred DFMs and
measured their satisfaction levels with these, again using a five-point scale from ‘very dissatisfied’
through to ‘very satisfied’ for each aspect of service.
While our surveys are ‘whole of market’, the analysis is based on those DFMs nominated as preferred
by advisers.
From the DFMs that qualify for a rating, we combined both ‘satisfied’ and ‘very satisfied’ scores to
determine the ‘total satisfaction score’ for each of the individual aspects of service. These are then
weighted by the importance of each category and aggregated to determine one overall satisfaction
score for a particular DFM.
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The satisfaction indices by category and Service Ratings are available within Defaqto Engage, our
financial planning software solution.

Satisfaction study qualification
Exclusions
Managed Portfolio Services (MPS) hosted on adviser platforms are not included in the satisfaction
study as a number of elements of service satisfaction are delivered by the platform (or platforms).
Only direct custody services (both bespoke and MPS) qualify for a rating.
DFM firms with fewer than nine completed adviser responses do not qualify for a rating.
Adviser responses from those that are employed directly by, or are appointed representatives of, DFM
firms were excluded from the survey.
While users of MPS on platform solutions were excluded from the main study, they were included in
the majority of supplementary questions.
Responses
Responses were taken from both an online questionnaire and fieldwork.
There were 470 responses. Of these:
•

4 were duplicates

•

9 were suspect responses

•

21 did not identify the DFM firms they were using

•

31 responses were completed by employees or appointed representatives of DFM firms

•

66 did not use a DFM firm

•

90 only used MPS on a platform

The net number of responses that were included in the main satisfaction study was 249, slightly down
on the 2018 study.
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Executive summary
•

The survey was conducted between July
and October 2019 employing online and
telephone fieldwork techniques, and
measured the relative importance of 14
satisfaction categories and identified the
advisers’ preferred DFM providers.

•

The study measured how satisfied the
advisers are with their preferred DFM
providers and identified where expectations
were being met by cross-matching ranked
importance to ranked satisfaction.

•

On average, advisers are using 2.5 providers
for DFM services. Responses were dominated
by a handful of DFM firms, but the tail is
getting longer with more firms beginning to
gain traction in the market.

•

Bespoke is the most used discretionary type,
just ahead of MPS on a platform followed by
MPS direct.

•

Most advisers use a combination of DFM type
with just 19% saying they only use a bespoke
service.

•

The ranked order of importance of the 14
categories is largely similar to last time with
Quality of staff – investment, Service,
Investment flexibility – range of options
and Investment flexibility – range of
assets ranked the most important for
another year.

•

Investment flexibility – range of options
achieved the highest weighted satisfaction
and Quality of literature the lowest with
a satisfaction index five percentage points
lower than last time.

•

Expectations are not being met for 7 out of
the 14 service categories, including the top
two service categories, Quality of staff –
investment and Service.
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DFM propositions
We asked all the advisers to share with us which type of
discretionary propositions they have used in the last 12 months.
There were 339 responses indicating they were outsourcing to a discretionary manager (Table 1).
Table 1: Percentage of types of DFMs used by respondents in recent years

DFM type

Respondents (%)
2019

2018

2017

2016

2015

DFM – MPS direct with a discretionary fund manager

38

35

32

50

36

DFM – MPS through a platform

57

52

56

47

42

DFM – Bespoke service

60

63

61

63

52

The 339 advisers have used 534 different DFM proposition types. This means that, on average, advisers
are using 1.5 discretionary proposition types. This figure has held steady for the last couple of years,
confirming that most advisers continue to offer choice.
It is likely that adviser panels will incorporate a managed portfolio service (either on or off platform)
and perhaps a bespoke service for more complex cases or for clients with specific investment
requirements.
Digging a little deeper, 62% of those advisers that make use of a bespoke service for their clients also
use a managed portfolio service. For the 38% that only use bespoke services for their clients, it is likely
that the majority will either be using multi-asset funds or constructing portfolios with single asset
funds for clients that cannot access, or are unsuitable for, bespoke services. Once again, very similar to
last year.
Taking a look at the numbers from the reverse angle, 76% of the respondents use a managed portfolio
service (either direct or on platform) for their clients. Of these, nearly half (49%) do not use a bespoke
service. There could be several reasons for this:
•

There may still be a reluctance to let discretionary managers become too involved with the
adviser’s clients for fear of losing them. A bespoke discretionary manager will, more often than
not, take on responsibility for suitability or at the very least undertake significant elements of
‘know your client’ before a personalised portfolio can be constructed.

•

There may be a fear that the DFM may provide a better service – it is up to the adviser to make
sure this is not the case.

•

The adviser does not have any cases that are sufficiently complex to require a bespoke service.

•

The adviser does not have clients who are sufficiently wealthy to qualify for a suitable bespoke
service.

•

The adviser still runs an investment advisory service for some clients using either multi-asset or
single asset funds.

The answer is likely to be a combination of the above.
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Business splits
The results for the breakdown of investment portfolio business are
shown in Table 2 and are similar to last year, with perhaps the only
significant change being an increase in advisory business (up 4%).
There is a small equivalent fall in direct custody discretionary business (MPS and bespoke). While we
might have expected this to go the way of on-platform MPS, it has instead gone down the advisory
route.
Table 2: Breakdown of investment portfolio business

% investment business in previous
12 months

Split of investment portfolio business
2019

2018

2017

2016

2015

DFM – MPS direct with discretionary manager

15

17

13

19

21

DFM – MPS through a platform

21

20

26

29

18

DFM – Bespoke service

29

31

20

24

26

Advisory

32

28

38

24

28

Other

3

4

3

4

7

Last year we saw a fall in on-platform MPS business and speculated that this may be the beginning of
a trend reflecting a fall in confidence with adviser platforms. While this may still be the case, the MPS
on a platform figure has steadied, so let us see what future years’ results might bring.
Although a small drop year on year in bespoke DFM, it remains high compared to 2016 and 2017. It is
likely that this is as a result of decumulation investment pots being larger and that the complexity of
changing lifestyles as clients get older makes these pots suitable for bespoke management. Bearing
in mind average portfolio sizes (see later in this section), it does not take much in terms of numbers to
increase these percentages.
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Advisory business
Of the 32% of business still done on an advisory basis, 62% is placed using multi-asset funds and 35%
is placed using single asset funds (3% marked as ‘other’). This is virtually unchanged since last year.
What this means overall for investment business is:

•

20% of investment business overall is placed with multi-asset
funds on an advisory basis

•

11% of investment business overall is placed with single asset
funds on an advisory basis

While the amount invested in single asset funds has remained steady year on year, we have seen an
increase in multi-asset funds (from 17% in 2018), although not back to the level of 2017 (23%).
There were only 1.5% of respondents who claimed that all their investment business was done on an
advisory basis, about the same as last year. However, we noted last year that of those doing advisory
business, 10% of respondents were investing at least 90% in this way. This year, only 4% overall were
investing at least 50% of business on an advisory basis.
There is an indication here that fewer advisers are committed fully to advisory business and are
beginning to adopt discretionary solutions as an investment alternative.

Portfolio size
For the 189 advisers who answered the question on average portfolio size clearly, the average portfolio
sizes were as follows:
Managed portfolio service through a platform

£175,000

(£155,000 in 2018)

Managed portfolio service direct custody with DFM

£205,000

(£200,000 in 2018)

Bespoke service

£500,000

(£450,000 in 2018)

A correlation remains between the average portfolio sizes and the minimum investment levels, and to
some extent the levels of service usually attributed to each discretionary type.

Investment focus
For the second year, we asked advisers where their client’s investment focus lay. We asked them
to estimate the percentage split between wealth accumulation and decumulation in terms of new
investment business placed over the previous 12 months.
Similar to last year, for the 249 advisers who answered this question, the average split was 60% of
client portfolios were focused on wealth accumulation and 40% on decumulation (last year was a
62% : 38% split).
The last year or two has seen an increase in the choice of portfolios that have income generation as a
priority. We have also seen a number of new portfolios that are run to an ESG mandate.
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DFM providers
We asked advisers which DFM providers they have used in the last
12 months.
Chart 1 shows the results for those providers used by 2% or more respondents, excluding those
employed directly by a DFM but including those that only access a DFM through a platform, together
with the results from the 2018 study.
Chart 1: DFM providers used in the last 12 months
Brewin Dolphin
Investec Wealth & Investment
Quilter Cheviot
Brooks Macdonald
Rathbone Investment Management
Old Mutual Wealth
Octopus Investments
Parmenion Capital Partners
LGT Vestra
Tatton Investment Management
Charles Stanley
AJ Bell Investcentre
Smith & Williamson
Seven Investment Management
Cazenove Capital
Aberdeen Standard Capital
Close Brothers Asset Management
Premier Asset Management
Whitechurch Securities
Thesis Asset Management
Rowan Dartington
Cornelian Asset Management
Tilney for Professionals
Canaccord Genuity Wealth Management
Waverton Investment Management
Morningstar Investment Management
Hawksmoor Investment Management
Fairstone Private Wealth
Walker Crips
Sarasin & Partners
Psigma Investment Management
Liontrust Investment Solutions
Brown Shipley
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On average, advisers are using 2.5 providers for DFM services, a similar result to last year and
underlining that clients are being offered some choice.
The shape of the market is very similar to last year – a handful of dominant firms but with a very long
tail. There are five more firms than last year that are being used by 2% or more of advisers, which does
indicate that more firms are beginning to achieve some traction in the market.
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Preferred DFM providers
In addition to asking which DFMs have been used, we also asked
advisers to tell us their preferred DFMs.
Naturally, there are fewer responses per provider for this question, but the results in Chart 2 illustrate
which providers in general terms are giving satisfaction to the adviser community.

Bespoke DFM
Similar to last year (average of 1.3 nominations), on average advisers nominated 1.2 preferred
providers.
Chart 2: Preferred bespoke DFM providers, 2019
2018
2019
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Brooks Macdonald
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0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

There are a further 18 firms that are nominated as preferred bespoke DFM providers, but these all
register fewer than 2% of nominations.
These are very similar results to last year where a small handful of firms received the majority of
‘preferred provider’ nominations. There are four more firms than last year that were nominated by at
least 2% of adviser firms, underlining that more firms are beginning to gain a foothold in the market.
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MPS direct with DFM
There are a further 18 firms that are nominated as preferred providers, not shown below, of DFM MPS
direct services, giving a result that is very similar to last year (see Chart 3).
Chart 3: Preferred DFM providers for direct MPS, 2019
2018
2019
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Satisfaction study categories
In this study, the preferred providers were measured against 14 aspects of
service weighted according to the level of importance that advisers attach
to each of them.
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1

Provider financial strength and resource
As indicated by growth in discretionary assets, group assets under management (AUM) and discretionary AUM.
Confidence in firm to run a variety of portfolio types, with the resources to do so

2

Provider brand
Perception of brand quality. Additional confidence in certain brands (eg based on reputation, size, visibility)

3

Client on-boarding
Efficiency and ease of signing up new clients with cash to invest or those with existing holdings

4

Existing business administration
Report delivery, payment of income, issue of contract notes, capital gains tax (CGT) reporting

5

Investment flexibility – range of assets
The range of assets used in portfolios (eg funds, individual securities, structured products) is sufficient to meet
client needs

6

Investment flexibility – range of options
For bespoke – confidence in investment managers to run a wide range of different investment portfolio types (eg
risk targeted, income, ethical, cash plus)
For MPS – sufficient range of portfolio options to appeal to client base

7

Remuneration
Adviser charging facilities are compatible with preferred method of fee remuneration

8

Service
Flexibility in service to client and adviser eg client meetings (frequency, depth, location), reporting frequency,
reporting structure, CGT management, legacy holding approach, access to investment managers

9

Online facilities
Availability of up-to-date portfolio information to adviser and/or client (eg valuations, transactions, market
views, previous reports)

10

Accessibility
Availability of DFM service through third-party platforms and other tax wrappers (eg self-invested personal
pensions (SIPP), offshore bonds) is compatible with current ‘buy list’

11

Quality of staff – administration
DFM staff are available and able to deal with a range of enquiries in a timely manner and bring enquiry to a
satisfactory conclusion

12

Quality of staff – investment
Investment managers or account managers are able to respond to any investment queries with knowledge and
conviction, accurately reflecting any current portfolio positions or market views. Able to support the adviser firm
in promoting the service

13

Quality of literature
Clear, easy to understand literature and terms, which give adviser and client a fair representation of the service
they should expect

14

Ease of doing business
The ease of doing business with the DFM firm over all aspects of the relationship

Service satisfaction categories
We asked the respondents to say how important each aspect of service is
to their business, ranging from 1 ‘not at all important’ to 5 ‘very important’.
From the range of responses we were able to calculate an average score
and rank the aspects of service in order of importance (see Table 3).
Table 3: Ranked order of importance of service categories

Satisfaction category

Average importance score
2019

2018

Quality of staff – investment

4.67 (1)

4.72 (1)

Service

4.61 (2)

4.60 (2)

Investment flexibility – range of options

4.60 (3)

4.56 (3)

Investment flexibility – range of assets

4.54 (4)

4.51 (4)

Ease of doing business

4.50 (5)

4.46 (7)

Existing business administration

4.49 (6)

4.48 (6)

Quality of staff – administration

4.46 (7)

4.48 (5)

Provider financial strength and resource

4.37 (8)

4.29 (9)

Client on-boarding

4.31 (9)

4.34 (8)

Online facilities

4.22 (10)

4.23 (10)

Accessibility

4.02 (11)

4.08 (11)

Quality of literature

3.88 (12)

3.93 (12)

Remuneration

3.85 (13)

3.74 (14)

Provider brand

3.84 (14)

3.77 (13)

For the second year running we notice that the ‘importance’ score has increased in the majority of
categories, albeit marginally. There is an increasing amount of competition in this area and advisers’
expectations of good service do not appear to be diminishing.
The focus of importance continues to be on the main investment categories of Quality of staff –
investment, Investment flexibility – range of options, Investment flexibility – range of assets.
This is to be expected as this is where much of the regulatory focus has been over the last couple of
years, including the asset management study from the FCA, increased coverage of ESG issues and
some industry issues over liquidity.
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Satisfaction
Satisfaction is calculated with reference to scores awarded to the
preferred providers for each of the 14 aspects of service in the range
1 – 5, where 1 equates to ‘very dissatisfied’ and 5 equates to ‘very
satisfied’.
The scores are aggregated to show the satisfaction levels by provider, by service category and for the
industry as a whole.
Because the respondents are scoring their preferred providers, one would expect the response to be
generally positive; however, where low scores are cast it is a wakeup call to the provider concerned
that their supporting advisers are dissatisfied with some aspect of their proposition to them.
There is not necessarily a strong correlation between those providers that achieve a large number of
responses and a large number of high scores. Advisers choose providers for a number of reasons, not
just good service, and while on balance advisers will be satisfied with their chosen preferred providers,
there may be individual aspects of service that fail to make the grade.
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Industry satisfaction
The index of satisfaction is calculated by expressing the number of
above average scores (4s and 5s) as a percentage of all scores awarded.
In Table 4 we show the satisfaction indices for each service category for the industry as a whole. The
indices are weighted by the importance accorded each category by the advisers in the study.
Table 4: Industry satisfaction by service categories

Satisfaction category

Importance

Weighted satisfaction
2019

2018

Change

Quality of staff – investment

1

88%

89%

−1%

Service

2

87%

86%

1%

Investment flexibility – range of options

3

89%

88%

1%

Investment flexibility – range of assets

4

88%

86%

2%

Ease of doing business

5

84%

85%

−1%

Existing business administration

6

84%

85%

−1%

Quality of staff – administration

7

83%

83%

0%

Provider financial strength and resource

8

84%

81%

3%

Client on-boarding

9

77%

82%

−5%

Online facilities

10

69%

67%

2%

Accessibility

11

71%

73%

−2%

Quality of literature

12

63%

68%

−5%

Remuneration

13

70%

65%

5%

Provider brand

14

71%

70%

1%

80%

79%

1%

Overall

There has been little change in industry satisfaction for the top seven categories in terms of importance,
all continuing to score in the mid to high 80s.
Client on-boarding and Quality of literature have both dropped in satisfaction by some 5 percentage
points. If the quality of literature continues to deteriorate and perhaps more issues than usual make
client on-boarding a less smooth process than it should be, advisers may think twice about using the
firm in the future.
Last year we praised the industry for improvement in these two categories, so it is a little disappointing
to see perceived standards slipping back again.
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Best performing DFM providers
Based on the weighted satisfaction indices for each provider, we can identify the
top performers in each of the 14 categories of service (Table 5).
Table 5: Best performing DFMs by category

Satisfaction category

1st

2nd

3rd

Brewin Dolphin
Brooks Macdonald
Cazenove Capital
Provider financial strength and
resource

Investec Wealth &
Investment
Octopus Investments
Rathbone Investment
Management
Smith & Williamson
Octopus Investments

Provider brand

Rathbone Investment
Management
Smith & Williamson

Client on-boarding

Parmenion Capital
Partners

Existing business administration

Parmenion Capital
Partners

Brewin Dolphin
Investec Wealth &
Investment

Brewin Dolphin

Cazenove Capital
Cazenove Capital
Brewin Dolphin

Investment flexibility – range of
assets

Investec Wealth &
Investment
Brooks Macdonald
Octopus Investments
Smith & Williamson
Cazenove Capital
Brewin Dolphin

Investment flexibility – range of
options

Octopus Investments
Smith & Williamson
Rathbone Investment
Management
Brewin Dolphin

Remuneration
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Octopus Investments

LGT Vestra

Parmenion Capital
Partners

Satisfaction category

1st

2nd

3rd

Brooks Macdonald

Investec Wealth &
Investment

Octopus Investments
Smith & Williamson
Service

Cazenove Capital
Rathbone Investment
Management

Online facilities

Parmenion Capital
Partners

Rathbone Investment
Management
Accessibility

Brewin Dolphin

Parmenion Capital
Partners
Smith & Williamson

Quality of staff – administration

Octopus Investments
Cazenove Capital

Brewin Dolphin

Cazenove Capital
Quality of staff – investment

Investec Wealth &
Investment
Rathbone Investment
Management

Quality of literature

Octopus Investments

Brewin Dolphin

Charles Stanley

Brewin Dolphin
Ease of doing business

Parmenion Capital
Partners
Cazenove Capital
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Expectations
Chart 4 plots the ranked order of importance for the 14 service
categories against the ranked order of satisfaction (unweighted).
Plots to the right of the diagonal line are where satisfaction is high and expectations are therefore
being exceeded; plots to the left are where satisfaction is lower than that warranted by the level of
importance.
Chart 4: Expectations – cross-match of satisfaction versus order of importance
Category (importance)

Below expectations

Rk
1

Service

2

Investment flexibility – range of options

3

Investment flexibility – range of assets

4

Ease of doing business

5

Existing business administration

6

Quality of staff – administration

7

Provider financial strength and resource

8

Client on-boarding

9

Online facilities

10

Accessibility

11

Quality of literature

12

Remuneration

13

Provider brand

14

Above expectations

Quality of staff – investment

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Rk

80% 82% 88% 89% 90% 91% 91% 92% 93% 94% 94% 95% 96% 96% Sat

Satisfaction

Investment flexibility – range of assets

Provider financial strength and resource

Investment flexibility – range of options

Service

Quality of staff – investment

Existing business administration

Quality of staff – administration

Ease of doing business

Provider brand

Client on-boarding

Remuneration

Accessibility

Online facilities

Quality of literature
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In some respects, the 2019 satisfaction study has shown a marginal improvement on last year. Last
year, four out of the top five categories in terms of importance failed to meet expectations. This year,
only three out of five failed to meet expectations. Overall, as was the case last year, 7 out of the 14
categories failed to meet expectations.
To complete the picture, there are also three categories that are meeting expectations and a further
four that are exceeding these.
Quality of staff – investment ranks as the most important category in the eyes of advisers, as it did
last year. Then, although failing to meet expectations, we had noted considerable improvement on
the 2017 level. This year we have witnessed a small fall in the satisfaction level and this category is still
failing to meet expectations. Although we understand that it sometimes takes time to recruit and bed
in good investment people, DFMs should not rest on their laurels in this category and should take this
year’s results as a warning.
Service and Ease of doing business rank second and fifth in terms of importance and neither
category is currently meeting expectations.
Ease of doing business is a reflection of the adviser’s impression of all aspects of the relationship.
Last year’s study showed that this category was exceeding expectations. A combination of a small
drop in satisfaction combined with a rise in importance means that this is no longer the case. Given
that this category reflects the overall relationship, DFMs should be concerned.
Service, as it was last year, is still falling short. However, we have seen a small year-on-year increase in
satisfaction and would hope that this continues. Both of these categories indicate that there are still
areas that advisers feel could still be improved upon.
Although not in the top seven categories in terms of importance, both Client on-boarding and
Quality of literature have seen significant falls in satisfaction this year (both seeing a drop of 5%).
Client on-boarding is a reflection of the efficiency and ease of signing up new clients with cash to
invest or those with existing holdings. While it is not high on the importance list (9th out of 14), if there
are issues in bringing on board new clients, particularly if they persist, this is the kind of area that will
eventually lead to advisers considering their position. DFMs should take seriously any reported onboarding issues and do all they can to resolve them.
As with Client on-boarding, Quality of literature is a category that is low on the importance list.
This is probably a reflection of the increasing understanding of the industry and resulting adviser
confidence in what they are asking their clients to invest in. However, the regulators are always
focused on this area and DFMs should pay attention to this feedback and strive to improve the quality
and clarity of their literature.
On a more positive note, Quality of staff – administration is a category that fell short of expectations
last year (despite an increase in satisfaction). This year, satisfaction has been maintained and this,
combined with a small drop in importance, means that expectations are now being met. DFMs
should continue to focus on this area as advisers are pragmatic enough to accept the occasional
administration issue, but only if the administration staff are capable and able to resolve any issues
quickly and without fuss.
In conclusion, it does appear that the DFMs have been working hard to improve satisfaction to the
adviser market and they should be applauded for this. The fact that, despite this, several categories
of satisfaction are still failing to meet expectations is an indication of how important adviser/DFM
relationships are, and that the DFM firms should not be complacent and should continue to improve
their standards.
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Service and due diligence
The results and insights in this document have been collated from a
survey among financial advisers and reflect the service and levels of
satisfaction those advisers have experienced.
While there is not a direct relationship with the service experience of consumers, there should be a
good correlation for clients of adviser firms. It stands to reason that where the adviser is receiving
good service, he or she can be more confident and better equipped to meet client requirements.
This high level commentary is supported by the detailed scores for each provider listed by service
satisfaction category in Defaqto Engage. We do not anticipate that advisers use service scores as the
sole measure of suitability, but rather that service scores may feature as one of a number of selection
criteria. Advisers should continue to conduct their own research and document their findings before
recommending any suitable solutions.
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Send us your feedback
Your feedback is extremely important to us and we would be grateful if, after
completing this publication, you would take a few minutes to complete a short survey.
Your answers will be treated in the strictest confidence and the results of this will help
the development of future publications.
The survey can be accessed at:
https://www.snapsurveys.com/wh/s.asp?k=144610976149
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About Defaqto
Defaqto is an independent financial information business, helping
financial institutions and consumers make better informed
decisions.
Our experts research, collect and continuously assess over 41,000 financial products. Our process is
extremely robust and is driven by over 60 specialist analysts who have unparalleled knowledge of
financial products, services and funds in the market. Our independent fund and product information
helps banks, insurers and fund managers with designing and promoting their propositions.

Defaqto Ratings
Defaqto Star Ratings are the most trusted expert assessment of products in the
market. Products can receive a Rating of 1 to 5, depending on the quality and
comprehensiveness of the features is offers; a 1 Star Rating indicates a basic product,
while a 5 Star Rating indicates one of the highest quality products in the market. Star
Ratings provide consumers, advisers and brokers with an accurate benchmark so that
they can see at a glance how products and policies in the market compare.
A Diamond Rating reflects the performance of a managed fund or fund family. Funds
or fund families can receive a Rating of 1 to 5 based on a detailed and well-structured
scoring process, allowing advisers and other intermediaries – and their clients – to see
instantly where they sit in the market in terms of fund performance and competitiveness
in areas such as fees, scale, access and manager longevity. A 5 Diamond Rating indicates
it is one of the best quality funds available in the market.
Service Ratings provide advisers with a simple and unbiased assessment of provider
service. Based on advisers’ perceptions of the service they receive, providers are rated
Gold, Silver, Bronze.
Risk Ratings use the projected volatility of a fund using asset allocation and historic
volatility, based on observed standard deviations to map a fund to a Defaqto Risk Profile.
Risk Profile 10 indicates highest risk and Risk Profile 1 represents lowest risk.
Income Risk Ratings are unique to the market, comparing fund objectives, asset
allocations, income and capital volatilities, and maximum drawdown. The Ratings are
mapped to four Income Risk Profiles based on the income required and the level of risk.
They are: capital preservation, low income volatility, medium income volatility, high
income volatility.
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Defaqto Engage and
Engage Core
Defaqto Engage is our end-to-end financial planning
software solution enabling advisers to manage their
financial planning process all in one place.
Engage Core, the latest version of Defaqto Engage, combines
risk profiling, three-way fund, platform and product research
and suitability letters templates into one easy-to-use tool. Visit
defaqto.com/advisers/engage to learn more.
The Service Ratings and satisfaction results by category are
available within Engage. Advisers can use the Service Rating
and the individual category satisfaction scores (for example,
new business servicing, existing business administration, online
servicing) during the research process as one of a number of
selection criteria. They can also be added to comparison tables.
Advisers should note that not all providers are rated; to qualify
for a Service Rating, providers must receive a minimum number
of responses from advisers. So, using any service results in the
filtering process may exclude providers offering potentially
suitable client solutions from the research output.
We really couldn’t create the Service Ratings without advisers –
they are different from our Star and Diamond Ratings, which are
created by our experts and based on facts, not opinions.
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Please contact your Defaqto Account Manager
or call us on 01844 295 546
defaqto.com/advisers
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