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• Opening up the floodgates? 
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Recordkeeping

How does the SEC define business-related 
communications?
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Recordkeeping

Do the recordkeeping requirements differ for business 
communications and personal communications? 
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Recordkeeping

Do the recordkeeping requirements differ for static 
and interactive communications? 
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Recordkeeping

Do the recordkeeping requirements apply to third-
party posts to a firm or an employee’s social media 
sites if the firm or the indi id al has not adopted orsites if the firm or the individual has not adopted or 
become entangled with the post?
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Recordkeeping

New technologies may prevent records of a 
communication to be retained electronically.   
Can firms or their employees utilize such technologies 

for business communications? 
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Supervision

If a registered representative establishes a social 
media site and limits any reference to his or her 
b siness to “b siness card” information does thisbusiness to “business card” information, does this 
profile page require approval by a supervisory 
principal?   
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Supervision

A firm permits its registered representatives only to 
provide business card contact information on a social 
media sing a pre appro ed templatemedia using a pre-approved template. 
The site has its own electronic communication 

capabilities, which firm policies prohibit its registered 
representatives from using.  
Does the firm have to supervise this activity if it is a 

personal site?
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 If it is a business site? 

8

Static vs. Interactive

When will changes to static content posted by a firm 
or its employee on a social media site be required to 
recei e prior appro al b a s per isor principal?receive prior approval by a supervisory principal?   
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Static vs. Interactive

Can interactive content become static? 
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Third-Party Posts and Hyperlinks

If a customer posts information about a registered 
representative’s business or securities on the 
representati e’s personal social media site can therepresentative’s personal social media site, can the 
representative respond to the communication without 
being deemed to be participating in business 
communications on the site?
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Third-Party Posts and Hyperlinks

Can a firm hyperlink to a site that contains misleading 
or exaggerated content?
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Third-Party Posts and Hyperlinks

Does the selective deletion of third-party posts mean 
that a firm has "adopted” other posts that are not 
deleted?deleted? 
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Use of Personal Computers, PDAs, etc.

Can registered representatives engage in business 
communications using their own personal devices if 
technolog is in place that enables the firm to keeptechnology is in place that enables the firm to keep 
records and supervise?
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Social Media Web Sites
Guidance on Blogs and Social NetworkingWeb Sites Notice Type

➤ Guidance

Suggested Routing
➤ Advertising
➤ Compliance
➤ Legal
➤ Operations
➤ Registered Representative
➤ Senior Management

Key Topics
➤ Blogs
➤ Communications with the Public
➤ Recordkeeping
➤ Social NetworkingWeb Sites
➤ Supervision

Referenced Rules & Notices
➤ ICA Section 24(b)
➤ NASD Rule 2210
➤ NASD Rule 2310
➤ NASD Rule 2711
➤ NASD Rule 3010
➤ NASD Rule 3070
➤ NASD Rule 3110
➤ NYSE Rule 351
➤ NYSE Rule 401A
➤ NYSE Rule 410
➤ NYSE Rule 472
➤ NTM 01-23
➤ NTM 03-33
➤ Regulatory Notice 07-59
➤ Regulatory Notice 09-55
➤ SEA Rule 17a-3
➤ SEA Rule 17a-4
➤ Securities Act Rule 482
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Executive Summary
Americans are increasingly using social mediaWeb sites, such as blogs and
social networking sites, for business and personal communications. Firms
have asked FINRA staff how the FINRA rules governing communications
with the public apply to social media sites that are sponsored by a firm or
its registered representatives. This Notice provides guidance to firms
regarding these issues.

Questions concerning this Noticemay be directed to:

➤ Joseph E. Price, Senior Vice President, Advertising Regulation/
Corporate Financing, at (240) 386-4623; or

➤ Thomas A. Pappas, Vice President and Director, Advertising
Regulation, at (240) 386-4500.

Background
According to a recent report by the Pew Internet and American Life Project,
46 percent of American adults who use the Internet logged onto a social
networking site in 2009, which is up from 8 percent in 2005.1 Other studies
have shown that use of social media sites by businesses to communicate
with customers and the public has grown significantly in the past few
years.2

FINRA has provided guidance concerning particular applications of the
communications rules to interactiveWeb sites in the past. For example, in
March 1999, FINRA stated that a registered representative’s participation
in an Internet chat room is subject to the same requirements as a
presentation in person before a group of investors.3 This guidance was
codified in 2003, when FINRA defined the term “public appearance” in
NASD Rule 2210 to include participation in an interactive electronic forum.4
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FINRA also has provided guidance regarding the application of the communication
rules in its Guide to the Internet for Registered Representatives,5 and has released
podcasts on these issues to help educate firms and their personnel.6 Nevertheless,
FINRA staff has continued to receive numerous inquiries from firms and others
concerning how the FINRA rules governing communications with the public apply to
the use of social media sites by firms and their registered representatives. Firms also
have inquired regarding their recordkeeping responsibilities for communications
posted on social media sites.

In September 2009, FINRA organized a Social Networking Task Force composed of
FINRA staff and industry representatives to discuss how firms and their registered
representatives could use social media sites for legitimate business purposes in a
manner that ensures investor protection. Based on input from the Task Force and
others, and further staff consideration of these issues, FINRA is issuing this Notice to
guide firms on applying the communications rules to social media sites, such as blogs
and social networking sites. The goal of this Notice is to ensure that—as the use of
social media sites increases over time—investors are protected from false or mislead-
ing claims and representations, and firms are able to effectively and appropriately
supervise their associated persons’ participation in these sites. At the same time, FINRA
is seeking to interpret its rules in a flexible manner to allow firms to communicate
with clients and investors using this new technology.

While many firms may find that the guidance in this Notice is useful when establishing
their own procedures, each firmmust develop policies and procedures that are best
designed to ensure that the firm and its personnel comply with all applicable
requirements. Every firm should consider the guidance provided by this Notice in the
context of its own business and its compliance and supervisory programs.

This Notice only addresses the use by a firm or its personnel of social media sites for
business purposes. The Notice does not purport to address the use by individuals of
social media sites for purely personal reasons.
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Questions & Answers

Recordkeeping Responsibilities
Q1: Are firms required to retain records of communications related to the broker-

dealer’s business that are made through social media sites?

A1: Yes. Every firm that intends to communicate, or permit its associated persons to
communicate, through social media sites must first ensure that it can retain
records of those communications as required by Rules 17a-3 and 17a-4 under
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and NASD Rule 3110. SEC and FINRA rules
require that for record retention purposes, the content of the communication is
determinative and a broker-dealer must retain those electronic communications
that relate to its “business as such.” 7

FINRA is aware that some technology providers are developing systems that are
intended to enable firms to retain records of communications made through
social media sites. Some systems might interface with a firm’s network to
capture social media participation and feed it into existing systems for the review
and retention of email. Other providers are developing technology that might
permit a registered representative working off-site to elect to access social media
through platforms that will retain the communications on behalf of the firm.

Of course, it is up to each firm to determine whether any particular technology,
system or program provides the retention and retrieval functions necessary to
comply with the books and records rules. FINRA does not endorse any particular
technology necessary to keep such records, nor is it certain that adequate
technology currently exists.

Suitability Responsibilities
Q2: If a firm or its personnel recommends a security through a social media site, does

this trigger the requirements of NASD Rule 2310 regarding suitability?

A2: Yes. Whether a particular communication constitutes a “recommendation” for
purposes of Rule 2310 will depend on the facts and circumstances of the
communication. Firms should consult Notice to Members (NTM) 01-23 (Online
Suitability) for additional guidance concerning when an online communication
falls within the definition of “recommendation”under Rule 2310.

Various social media sites include functions that make their content widely
available or that limit access to one or more individuals. Rule 2310 requires a
broker-dealer to determine that a recommendation is suitable for every investor
to whom it is made.

Regulatory Notice 3

January 2010 10-06



Q3: What factors should firms consider when developing procedures for supervising
interactive electronic communications on a social media site that recommend
specific investment products?

A3: Communications that recommend specific investment products often present
greater challenges for a firm’s compliance program than other communications.
As discussed above, they may trigger the FINRA suitability rule, thus creating
possible substantive liability for the firm or a registered representative. These
communications must often include additional disclosure in order to provide the
customer with a sound basis for evaluating the facts with respect to the product.
They also might trigger other requirements under the federal securities laws.8

FINRA has brought disciplinary actions regarding interactive electronic
communications that contained misleading statements about investment
products that the communications recommended.9

For these reasons, firms must adopt policies and procedures reasonably designed
to address communications that recommend specific investment products.
As a best practice, firms should consider prohibiting all interactive electronic
communications that recommend a specific investment product and any link to
such a recommendation unless a registered principal has previously approved
the content.

Alternatively, many firms maintain databases of previously approved communi-
cations and provide their personnel with routine access to these templates.
Firms might consider prohibiting communications that recommend a specific
investment product unless the communication conforms to a pre-approved
template and the specific recommendation has been approved by a registered
principal. Firms also should consider adopting policies and procedures governing
communications that promote specific investment products, even if these
communications might not constitute a “recommendation” for purposes of our
suitability rule or otherwise.

Types of Interactive Electronic Forums
The definition of “public appearance” in NASD Rule 2210 includes unscripted
participation in an interactive electronic forum such as a chat room or online seminar.
Rule 2210 does not require firms to have a registered principal approve in advance the
extemporaneous remarks of personnel who participate in public appearances. However,
these interactive electronic forums are subject to other supervisory requirements and
to the content requirements of FINRA’s communications rule.
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Q4: Does a blog constitute an “interactive electronic forum” for purposes of Rule
2210?

A4: The treatment of a blog under Rule 2210 depends on the manner and purposes
for which the blog has been constructed. Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionary
defines “blog”as “aWeb site that contains an online personal journal with
reflections, comments, and often hyperlinks provided by the writer.”10 Historically,
some blogs have consisted of static content posted by the blogger. FINRA
considers static postings to constitute “advertisements”under Rule 2210. If a
firm or its registered representative sponsors such a blog, it must obtain prior
principal approval of any such posting. Today, however, many blogs enable users
to engage in real-time interactive communications. If the blog is used to engage
in real-time interactive communications, FINRA would consider the blog to be
an interactive electronic forum that does not require prior principal approval;
however, such communications must be supervised, as discussed below.11

Q5: Social networking sites, such as Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn, typically include
both static content and interactive functions. Are these sites interactive
electronic forums for purposes of Rule 2210?

A5: Social networking sites typically contain both static and interactive content. The
static content remains posted until it is changed by the firm or individual who
established the account on the site. Generally, static content is accessible to all
visitors to the site.

Examples of static content typically available through social networking sites
include profile, background or wall information. As with otherWeb-based
communications such as banner advertisements, a registered principal of the
firmmust approve all static content on a page of a social networking site
established by the firm or a registered representative before it is posted.12

Firms may use an electronic system to document these approvals.

Social networking sites also contain non-static, real-time communications, such
as interactive posts on sites such as Twitter and Facebook. The portion of a social
networking site that provides for these interactive communications constitutes
an interactive electronic forum, and firms are not required to have a registered
principal approve these communications prior to use. Of course, firms still must
supervise these communications, as discussed below.
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Supervision of Social Media Sites
Q6: Howmust firms supervise interactive electronic communications by the firm or

its registered representatives using blogs or social networking sites?

A6: The content provisions of FINRA’s communications rules apply to interactive
electronic communications that the firm or its personnel send through a social
media site. While prior principal approval is not required under Rule 2210 for
interactive electronic forums, firms must supervise these interactive electronic
communications under NASD Rule 3010 in a manner reasonably designed to
ensure that they do not violate the content requirements of FINRA’s
communications rules.13

Firms may adopt supervisory procedures similar to those outlined for electronic
correspondence in Regulatory Notice 07-59 (FINRA Guidance Regarding Review
and Supervision of Electronic Communications). As set forth in that Notice, firms
may employ risk-based principles to determine the extent to which the review of
incoming, outgoing and internal electronic communications is necessary for the
proper supervision of their business.

For example, firms may adopt procedures that require principal review of some
or all interactive electronic communications prior to use or may adopt various
methods of post-use review, including sampling and lexicon-based search
methodologies as discussed in Regulatory Notice 07-59. We are aware that
technology providers are developing or may have developed systems that are
intended to address both the books and records rules and supervisory procedures
for social media sites that are similar or equivalent to those currently in use for
emails and other electronic communications. FINRA does not endorse any
particular technology. Whatever procedures firms adopt, however, must be
reasonably designed to ensure that interactive electronic communications do
not violate FINRA or SEC rules.

Firms are also reminded that they must have policies and procedures, as
described in Regulatory Notice 07-59, for the review by a supervisor of employees’
incoming, outgoing and internal electronic communications that are of a specific
subject matter that require review under FINRA rules and federal securities laws,
including:

➤ NASD Rule 2711(b)(3)(A) and NYSE Rule 472(b)(3), which require that a firm’s
legal and compliance department be copied on communications between
non-research and research departments concerning the content of a research
report;

➤ NASD Rule 3070(c) and NYSE Rule 351(d), which require the identification
and reporting of customer complaints; NYSE Rule 401A requires that the
receipt of each complaint be acknowledged by the firm to the customer
within 15 business days; and
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➤ NASD Rule 3110(j) and NYSE Rule 410, which require the identification and
prior written approval of every order error and other account designation
change.

Q7: What restrictions should firms place on which personnel may establish an
account with a social media site?

A7: Firms must adopt policies and procedures reasonably designed to ensure that
their associated persons who participate in social media sites for business
purposes are appropriately supervised, have the necessary training and
background to engage in such activities, and do not present undue risks to
investors. Firms must have a general policy prohibiting any associated person
from engaging in business communications in a social media site that is not
subject to the firm’s supervision. Firms also must require that only those
associated persons who have received appropriate training on the firm’s policies
and procedures regarding interactive electronic communications may engage
in such communications.

As firms develop their policies, they should consider prohibiting or placing
restrictions on any associated person who has presented compliance risks in the
past, particularly compliance risks concerning sales practices, from establishing
accounts for business purposes with a social media site. In its supervision of
social networking sites, each firmmust monitor the extent to which associated
persons are complying with the firm’s policies and procedures governing the use
of these sites. Firms also should consider policies that address associated persons’
continued use of such sites if the firm’s supervisory systems demonstrate
compliance risks. Firms should take disciplinary action if the firm’s policies are
violated.

Third-Party Posts
Q8: If a customer or other third party posts content on a social media site established

by the firm or its personnel, does FINRA consider the third-party content to be
the firm’s communication with the public under Rule 2210?

A8: As a general matter, FINRA does not treat posts by customers or other third
parties as the firm’s communication with the public subject to Rule 2210. Thus,
the prior principal approval, content and filing requirements of Rule 2210 do not
apply to these posts.

Under certain circumstances, however, third-party posts may become
attributable to the firm.Whether third-party content is attributable to a firm
depends on whether the firm has (1) involved itself in the preparation of the
content or (2) explicitly or implicitly endorsed or approved the content.
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The SEC has referred to circumstance (1) above as the “entanglement” theory
(i.e., the firm or its personnel is entangled with the preparation of the third-party
post) and (2) as the “adoption” theory (i.e., the firm or its personnel has adopted
its content).14 Although the SEC has employed these theories as a basis for a
company’s responsibility for third-party information that is hyperlinked to its
Web site, a similar analysis would apply to third-party posts on a social media
site established by the firm or its personnel.

For example, FINRA would consider such a third-party post to be a communi-
cation with the public by the firm or its personnel under the entanglement
theory if the firm or its personnel paid for or otherwise was involved with the
preparation of the content prior to posting. FINRA also would consider a third-
party post to be a communication with the public by the firm or its personnel
under the adoption theory if, after the content is posted, the firm or its personnel
explicitly or implicitly endorses or approves the post.15

Q9: Must a firm also use a disclaimer to inform customers that third-party posts do
not reflect the views of the firm and have not been reviewed by the firm for
completeness or accuracy?

A9: Assuming the disclaimer was sufficiently prominent to inform investors of the
firm’s position, such a disclaimer would be part of the facts and circumstances
that FINRA would consider in an analysis of whether a firm had adopted or
become entangled with a posting.

Q10: Must a firmmonitor third-party posts?

A10: FINRA does not consider a third-party post to be a firm communication with the
public unless the firm or its personnel either is entangled with the preparation of
the third-party post or has adopted its content. Nevertheless, FINRA has found
through its discussions with members of the Social Networking Task Force and
others that many firms monitor third-party posts on firmWeb sites. For example,
some firms monitor third-party posts to mitigate the perception that the firm is
adopting a third-party post, to address copyright issues or to assist compliance
with the “Good Samaritan” safe harbor for blocking and screening offensive
material under the Communications Decency Act.16

Some of the other best practices adopted by Task Force members include:

➤ establishing appropriate usage guidelines for customers and other third
parties that are permitted to post on firm-sponsoredWeb sites;

➤ establishing processes for screening third-party content based on the
expected usage and frequency of third-party posts; and

➤ disclosing firm policies regarding its responsibility for third-party posts.
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mere updating of a non-interactive blog (or
any other firmWeb page) does not cause it to
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if the updating occurs frequently.
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registered principal of a firm approve all
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Supervision of Electronic
Communications
FINRA Provides Guidance Regarding the Review
and Supervision of Electronic Communications

Executive Summary
In June 2007, FINRA (then NASD and NYSE Member Regulation)1 issued for
comment proposed guidance regarding the review and supervision of
electronic communications. FINRA received 17 comment letters, with a
majority of commenters supporting the guidance. FINRA is now issuing
the final guidance, which is set forth in Attachment A.

Questions concerning this Notice should be directed to:

➤ Patricia Albrecht, Assistant General Counsel,
Office of General Counsel, at (202) 728-8026;

➤ Donald K. Lopezi, Deputy Director,
Examinations Program, at (202) 728-8132;

➤ Stephen Kasprzak, Principal Counsel, Risk Oversight and
Operational Regulation, at (212) 656-5226; or

➤ Cory Figman, Senior Special Counsel, Risk Oversight
and Operational Regulation, at (212) 656-4893.

Background and Discussion
In June 2007, FINRA issued for comment proposed guidance setting forth
principles for member firms to consider when developing supervisory
systems and procedures for electronic communications that are reasonably
designed to achieve compliance with applicable federal securities laws
and self-regulatory organization (SRO) rules.2 FINRA received 17 comment
letters in response to the proposal.3 After carefully considering these
comments, FINRA is now issuing final guidance in substantially the form
set forth in the proposal.
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Amajority of commenters supported the proposed principle-based guidance,4

with many considering it to be balanced, flexible and technologically neutral.5 One
commenter further noted that the proposed guidance reflected, in large measure, best
practices already integrated within many firms’ supervisory practices and procedures.6

Another commenter that favored the principles-based aspect of the proposed guidance
nonetheless raised concerns regarding the scope of communications subject to
supervision.7 In particular, the commenter disagreed with the classification of text
messaging as a form of electronic communication requiring supervision, citing the
general inability of firms’ electronic surveillance systems to capture text messages.
The commenter stated that each firm should be entitled to apply a risk-based principled
approach to determine whether communications such as text messaging need to be
included in its supervisory system.

FINRA appreciates the supervisory challenges firms face given the ever-increasing pace
of change in electronic communications technology. However, as FINRA noted in the
context of addressing the supervision and recordkeeping requirements for text
messaging, a member firm’s obligations to supervise electronic communications are
based on the content and audience of the message, rather than the electronic form of
the communication.8 Consequently, as indicated in the proposed and final guidance,
FINRA expects a firm to have supervisory policies and procedures to monitor all
electronic communications technology used by the firm and its associated persons to
conduct the firm’s business. To that end, a firm should consider, prior to implementing
new or different methods of communication, the impact on the firm’s supervisory
system, particularly any updates or changes to the firm’s supervisory policies and
procedures that might be necessary.9 In this way, firms can identify and timely address
any issues that may accompany the adoption of new electronic communications
technologies. Finally, firms are reminded that they have a separate, but equally
important, obligation to ensure that their use of electronic communications media
enables them to make and keep records, as required by SEC Rules 17a-3 and 17a-4,
NASD Rule 3110 and NYSE Rule 440.10



Several commenters questioned whether the proposed guidance imposes new
supervision requirements.11 In this regard, one commenter interpreted the guidance
as potentially requiring firms to review all internal electronic communications.12 The
guidance neither creates new supervisory requirements nor requires the review of
every communication. Rather, it sets forth principles that firms should consider in
developing supervisory systems and procedures for electronic communications to
aid in accomplishing that they are reasonably designed to achieve compliance with
applicable federal securities laws and SRO rules. With respect to the review of internal
electronic communications, the guidance states that—with the exception of the
enumerated areas requiring review by a supervisor—a firmmay use risk-based
principles, including an examination of existing review processes, to determine the
extent to which review of any internal communications is necessary.

Other commenters noted that some firms, especially small firms with limited
resources, might find it difficult to implement all aspects of the guidance (e.g., firms
with insufficient funds may not be able to purchase lexicon-based or random sampling
review programs).13 However, the principles-based guidance generally allows firms the
flexibility to design supervisory review procedures for electronic communications that
are appropriate to each firm’s business model (including whether the manner of review
will be automated, manual review or a combination of various methods).

The final guidance regarding the review and supervision of electronic communications
is set forth in Attachment A.
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1 The Financial Industry Regulatory Authority
(FINRA) was created in July 2007 through the
consolidation of NASD and the member
regulation, enforcement and arbitration
functions of the NYSE. The FINRA rulebook
currently consists of both NASD Rules and
certain NYSE Rules that FINRA has
incorporated (Incorporated NYSE Rules).

2 See NASD Notice to Members 07-30
(June 2007); NYSE Information Memo 07-54
(June 14, 2007).

3 James L. Harris, Chief Operating Officer,
Libertas Capital, Inc. (June 22, 2007) (Libertas
Letter); Charles D.Weeden, Managing Partner,
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2007); Ira D. Hammerman, Senior Managing
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(July 13, 2007) (Orchestria Letter); Marleen
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National Association of Independent Broker-
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Officer, Financial Services Institute (July 18,
2007) (FSI Letter); Robert Pease, Vice
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Citigroup Global Markets, Inc. (July 30, 2007)
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4 See, e.g., Libertas Letter; IASBDA Letter;
Nationwide Letter; SIFMA Letter; ICI Letter;
Orchestria Letter; NAIBD Letter; Morgan
Stanley Letter; FSI Letter; CGMI Letter.

5 See, e.g., Nationwide Letter; SIFMA Letter; ICI
Letter; Morgan Stanley Letter; CGMI Letter.

6 See SIFMA Letter.

7 NAIBD Letter.

8 See NASD Notice to Members 03-33 (July 2003)
(citing Exchange Act Release No. 37182 (May 9,
1996), 61 FR 24643 (May 15, 1996) (Use of
Electronic Media by Broker-Dealers, Transfer
Agents, and Investment Advisers for Delivery
of Information) and Exchange Act Release
No. 38245 (January 31, 1997), 67 FR 6469
(February 12, 1997) (Reporting Requirements
for Brokers or Dealers Under the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934)).

9 See also NASD Notice to Members 05-49 (July
2005) (Safeguarding Confidential Customer
Information).

10 See NASD Notice to Members 03-33 (July 2003).

11 See, e.g., ChoiceTrade Letter; ACTIONS Letter.

12 See ACTIONS Letter.

13 See IASBDA Letter; Singer Letter; NAIBD Letter.
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ATTACHMENT A

FINRA Guidance Regarding Review and Supervision of Electronic
Communications

I. Introduction
Technological innovations in the area of electronic communications1 have altered how
people deliver, receive and store communications. These innovations have brought, and
continue to bring, new challenges to members2 in the establishment of supervisory
systems and procedures for electronic communications that are reasonably designed
to achieve compliance with applicable federal securities laws and self-regulatory
organization (SRO) rules.3

With these challenges in mind, FINRA is issuing this guidance for members to consider
when developing such systems and procedures. This guidance does not specifically
address every regulatory issue that may arise in connection with the supervision of
electronic communications. Further, FINRA recognizes that policies and procedures
may differ among members depending on their business model (e.g., size, structure,
customer base and product mix).4

II. Review and Supervision of Electronic Communications
At one time, FINRA (then NASD and NYSE Member Regulation) required that members
review all correspondence of their registered representatives pertaining to the
solicitation or execution of any securities transactions. In 1998, recognizing that the
growing use of electronic communications such as email made adherence to this
requirement difficult, FINRA amended its rules to allowmembers the flexibility to
design supervisory review procedures for correspondence with the public that are
appropriate to the individual member’s business model.5

In considering this guidance, members generally may decide by employing risk-based
principles the extent to which the review of incoming, outgoing and internal electronic
communications is necessary in accordance with the supervision of their business.
However, members must have policies and procedures for the review by a supervisor
of employees’6 incoming, outgoing and internal electronic communications that are
of a subject matter that require review under FINRA rules and federal securities laws.
For example (without limitation):

(1) NYSE Rule 472(b)(3) and NASD Rule 2711(b)(3)(A) require that a member’s legal and
compliance department be copied on communications between non-research and
research departments concerning the content of a research report; NYSE Rule
472(a) and NASD Rules 2210 and 2211 require pre-approval by a principal of
specified communications with the public;

Regulatory Notice 5

December 2007 07-59



(2) NYSE Rule 351(d) and NASD Rule 3070(c) require the identification and reporting of
customer complaints; NYSE Rule 401A requires that the receipt of each complaint
be acknowledged by the member to the customer within 15 business days; and

(3) NYSE Rule 410 and NASD Rule 3110(j) require the identification and prior written
approval of every order error and other account designation change.

When employing risk-based procedures to review electronic communications, members
should consider how to effectively:

(1) “flag” electronic communications that may evidence or contain customer
complaints, problems, errors, orders or other instructions for an account; or
evidence conduct inconsistent with FINRA rules, federal securities laws and other
matters of importance to the member’s ability to adequately supervise its business
and manage the member’s reputational, financial and litigation risk;

(2) identify such other business areas the member may identify as warranting
supervisory review; and

(3) educate employees to understand and comply with the member’s policies and
procedures regarding electronic communications.

In adopting such supervisory review procedures, existing interpretive material directs
members to, among other things:7

➤ Identify the types of correspondence that will be pre- or post-reviewed;

➤ Identify the organizational position(s) responsible for conducting reviews of
the different types of correspondence;

➤ Monitor the implementation of, and compliance with, the member’s procedures for
reviewing public correspondence;8

➤ Periodically re-evaluate the effectiveness of the member’s procedures for reviewing
public correspondence and consider any necessary revisions;9

➤ Provide that all customer complaints, whether received via email or in other written
form, are reported to FINRA in compliance with the FINRA reporting requirements;10

➤ Prohibit employees from the use of electronic communications unless such
communications are subject to supervisory and review procedures developed by
the member;11 and

➤ Conduct necessary and appropriate training and education.

Member electronic communications related to a member’s business are subject to its
overall supervisory and review procedures.12 They are also subject to FINRA rule
requirements specifically addressing communications with the public.13
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The growth of electronic communications has raised the need for further interpretative
guidance. For ease of use, the guidance that follows is divided into six categories:

➤ Written Policies and Procedures

➤ Types of Electronic Communications Requiring Review

➤ Identification of the Person(s) Responsible for the Review of Electronic
Communications

➤ Method of Review for Correspondence

➤ Frequency of the Review of Correspondence

➤ Documentation of the Review of Correspondence

A. Written Policies and Procedures
The path towards an effective supervisory system starts with clear policies and
procedures for the general use and supervision of electronic communications, both
internal and external, which are updated to address new technologies. For example, a
general electronic communications policy written five years ago may well not include
policies to regulate employees’ use of technologies such as weblogs14 and podcasting15

to communicate with the public.

From a general procedural perspective, members should provide their employees with
the following:

➤ Quick and easy access to electronic communication policies and procedures
through, for example, the member’s intranet system. (Members should make clear
to all employees that they are responsible for complying with these policies and
procedures upon their employment. Updates to such policies should be made
accessible to all employees in a timely manner, pursuant to the member’s
procedures.)

➤ A clear list of permissible electronic communication mechanisms (including a clear
statement that all other mechanisms are prohibited). For example, if employees
are permitted to utilize only the member’s email and instant messaging system,
then this should be clearly and unambiguously stated in the member’s policies and
procedures. Members should also make clear if certain communicationmechanisms
may only be used for communications between employees of the member (versus
mechanisms that may also be used for communications with the public). Members
should be cognizant that vague language addressing these issues may leave room
for unwanted individual interpretation.

➤ Specific language explaining to employees the potential consequences of non-
compliance (e.g., disciplinary action).
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➤ Training on a regular and as-needed basis. Members should include information in
their training and compliance programs describing examples of permissible and
prohibited technologies. In addition, while all employees should receive training
with respect to the member’s general electronic communication policies and
procedures, there may be certain employees whose training should be further
tailored to their specific business function. For example, a member may implement
additional prohibitions on internal communications between business units that
are privy to certain non-public information (e.g., investment banking and research
and proprietary trading).

B. Types of Electronic Communications Requiring Review

External Communications

As discussed above, members must have reasonable policies and procedures for the
supervisory review of electronic communications that require review under FINRA
rules16 and federal securities laws. Members may employ risk-based principles to
determine the extent to which additional supervisory policies and procedures are
required to adequately supervise their business and manage the member’s
reputational, financial and litigation risk.

Members also are required to establish policies and procedures regarding the forms
of electronic communications that they permit employees to use when conducting
business with the public and to take reasonable steps to monitor for compliance with
such policies and procedures.

Traditionally, members have limited employees’ electronic communications with
customers to a member-supplied email address that is connected to the member’s
communication network. However, as technology has evolved, employees now have a
myriad of ways to communicate electronically with the public. To the extent members
prohibit certain types of communication media, consideration should be given to taking
technological steps to block or otherwise regulate their external and internal use. In
particular, members should consider the following options:

➤ Non-Member Email Platforms – Employees have the ability to communicate via
email through means other than their member-issued email address by accessing
email platforms through the Internet (e.g., through AOL or Yahoo mail) and through
third-party communication systems such as Bloomberg and Reuters. If a member
permits employees to communicate with customers through these systems or
through other non-member email addresses, the member is required to supervise
and retain those communications. Somemembers prohibit, through policies and
procedures, employees from accessing non-member email platforms for business
purposes, and require employees to certify on an annual or more frequent basis
that they are acting consistent with such policies and procedures. Where possible,
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somemembers have chosen to block access to these email platforms through
their networks. Thus, an employee would be able to access the Internet but not
the email functionality. Members utilizing this blocking functionality should
periodically conduct tests to ensure that it is functioning as designed or intended.

Similarly, FINRA expects members to prohibit, through policies and procedures,
communications with the public for business purposes from employees’ own
electronic devices unless the member is capable of supervising, receiving and
retaining such communications.17 Absent a prohibition, members should consider
requiring pre-approval for the business-related use of any personal electronic
communications device. The approval process might require a detailed business
justification for using the personal device and an annual re-certification of the
approval that includes a re-evaluation of the business justification for its use. In
addition, members should consider obtaining agreements from employees
authorizing the member to access any such personal electronic communications
devices. Members should also consider prohibiting, where appropriate, the use of
personal electronic communication devices in certain sensitive firm locations (e.g.,
where material non-public information could be accessed).

➤ Message Boards – There are various publicly accessible message boards related to
the securities industry. Members may consider blocking access by their employees
to these message boards18 to prevent them from communicating through these
boards for business purposes.

➤ E-Faxes – The use of traditional facsimile machines has started to decline as E-fax
software has developed. FINRA views E-faxes as electronic communications and,
thus, members should supervise them accordingly.19

When a member permits the use of any technology, the member’s system of super-
vision should be reasonably designed to achieve compliance with applicable laws, rules
and regulations.

Internal Communications

As stated above, with the exception of the enumerated areas requiring review by a
supervisor, members may decide, employing risk-based principles, the extent to which
review of any internal communications is necessary in accordance with the supervision
of their business.

Subject to any such specific rule requirement mandating reviews, in reaching a risk-
based assessment regarding the review of internal communications, consideration
should be given to, for instance: detecting when a member’s information barriers are
not working to protect customer or issuer information; protecting against undue
influence on research personnel contrary to FINRA rules; and segregating the member’s
proprietary trading desk activity from all or part of the other operating areas of the
member.20

Regulatory Notice 9

December 2007 07-59



In addition, members may consider various relevant existing processes, such as:

➤ Conflict-management efforts – Steps taken to reduce, manage or eliminate
potential conflicts of interest, including implementing firewalls to prevent
electronic communications between certain individuals/groups or monitoring
communications as required by FINRA rules (e.g., between non-research and
research departments) or as otherwise appropriate. Members should review to
determine whether adequate information barriers are in place.

➤ Reviews of internal electronic communications that occur in connection with
branch or desk examinations and regulatory inquiries, examinations or
investigations.

➤ Reviews of internal electronic communications that occur in connection with
transaction reviews, internal disciplinary reviews and reviews relating to customer
complaints or arbitration.

➤ Reviews of internal electronic communications that occur as a result of issues
identified in connection with external electronic communication reviews.

C. Identification of the Person(s) Responsible for the Review of
Electronic Communications

Members’ procedures for review of electronic communications (internal and external)
should address the following:

➤ Members’ procedures should clearly identify the person(s) responsible for
performing the reviews. Evidence of review can be satisfied by use of a log or other
record from the electronic communication system that identifies the reviewers.

➤ The supervisor/principal must evidence his or her supervision as required by FINRA
rules.21

➤ In the course of supervising electronic communications, a supervisor/principal may
delegate certain functions to persons who need not be registered.22 However, the
supervisor/principal remains ultimately responsible for the performance of all
necessary supervisory reviews, irrespective of whether he or she delegates
functions related to the review. Accordingly, supervisors must take reasonable and
appropriate action to ensure delegated functions are properly executed and should
evidence performance of their procedures sufficiently to demonstrate overall
supervisory control.23

➤ Where review functions are delegated, the procedures must provide a protocol to
escalate regulatory issues to the designated supervisor or other appropriate
department.
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➤ All reviewers must have sufficient knowledge, experience and training to
adequately perform the reviews. Members should be able to demonstrate that
the reviewers meet these criteria. This could include: prior supervisory or other
experience, years of service in the industry, professional licenses, completion of
firm and regulatory element training, product knowledge, educational degrees,
knowledge of member products and services, lecturing at, or attending, industry
seminars and courses, other training, length of service at the member, familiarity
with member systems and tools and prior regulatory experience.

➤ Unless a member’s size and/or structure (e.g., a sole proprietor) is such that the
member has no other reasonable alternative for reviewing an individual’s
electronic communications, an individual may not conduct supervisory reviews
of his or her own electronic communications.

D. Method of Review for Correspondence
Members should develop review procedures that are both reasonably designed to
achieve compliance with applicable securities laws, regulations and FINRA rules and
appropriate for their business and structure, consistent with the principles set forth
in this guidance. In addition, members should monitor for compliance with their
supervisory procedures’ prescribed frequency, timeliness and quantity parameters.

Regardless of the method utilized, members should alert their reviewers as to the
issues to be raised and material to be examined, including acceptable content. For
example, members should make reference to the content standards in NYSE Rule 472
and NASD Rule 2210 and provide guidance concerning other applicable areas of
concern (e.g., the use of confidential, proprietary and inside information; anti-money
laundering issues; gifts and gratuities; private securities transactions; customer
complaints; front-running; and rumor spreading).When reviewing customer complaints,
members should look for indicia that a customer has received a communication that is
not in conformance with the member’s policies and procedures.

In addition, where members permit the use and receipt of encrypted electronic
communications, they must be able to monitor and supervise those communications
and must educate reviewers on how this can be accomplished. (See “Combination of
Lexicon and Random Review of Electronic Correspondence”below.)

Furthermore, members must be able to review electronic correspondence in all
languages in which they conduct business with the public. Therefore, if the reviewer
is not fluent in the language used in an email, the member should require proper
independent interpretation and review (i.e., not by the author/recipient of the
correspondence).
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Under limited circumstances, members should consider having their legal and/or
compliance departments re-review emails that have already been reviewed by line
supervisors and their delegatees in certain situations. Re-reviewmight be advisable
when specific problems have been identified at a branch office resulting, for instance,
in a registered representative becoming the subject of an internal investigation.
Members should also consider re-reviewing selected electronic communications as part
of their standard branch office inspection program.

Against this background, members may consider the following methods of review:

➤ Lexicon-Based Reviews of Electronic Correspondence –Members using lexicon-
based reviews (those based on sensitive words or phrases, the presence of which
may signal problematic communications) of correspondence should utilize an
appropriate lexicon, take reasonable security measures to keep the list confidential
and periodically evaluate the efficacy of the lexicon. Members must make informed
decisions regarding how best to utilize the surveillance tools they have chosen.
Thus, a member that conducts lexicon-based reviews may determine that it is not
necessary to review each and every lexicon “hit” in order to maintain an effective
review system. The rationale for such determinations should be maintained as part
of the member’s policies and procedures.

Members should also consider regular periodic reviews of the lexicon system to
determine whether any changes/updates are necessary, such as adding or deleting
phrases and/or words. Members should periodically inquire as to the effectiveness
of the system, especially if the system is that of a vendor.24 Members are responsible
for ensuring that the system utilized is functioning properly. As discussed more
fully below, if a member does not have confidence in the effectiveness of its lexicon
system, a supplemental random review of electronic communications should be
considered.

Members should consider targeted concentrated reviews of employees’ emails
when warranted (e.g.,when concerns are raised in connection with regulatory
examination findings, internal audits, customer complaints or regulatory inquiries).

When assessing the effectiveness of a lexicon-based system, members should
consider the following features:

(a) A meaningful list of phrases and/or words (including industry “jargon”) based
on the size of the member, its type of business, its customer base and its
location (including any branch offices that may require the inclusion of certain
foreign language components). The lexicon system should be comprehensive
enough to yield a meaningful sample of “flagged” communications.

(b) Ability to add and delete phrases and words on an ongoing basis.
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(c) Ability to review attachments and identify attachments that could circumvent
lexicon-based reviews.

(d) Ability to restrict access to the phrases and/or words that make up the lexicon
system.

(e) Ability to conduct searches that exclude any trailers or disclaimers used by
the member, as these trailers or disclaimers often contain sensitive words
such as “guarantee” (e.g., “firm does not guarantee”) which would “flag”
every such email.

➤ Random Review of Electronic Correspondence –Members may choose to use a
reasonable percentage sampling technique, whereby some percentage of the
electronic communications generated by the member is reviewed. There is no
prescribed minimum or fixed percentage that is required by regulation. However,
the amount of electronic communications chosen for reviewmust be reasonable
given the circumstances (for example, member size, nature of business, customer
base and individual employee circumstances). In this regard, members conducting
random reviews may consider factors such as:

(a) Percentage of Electronic Correspondence Based on a Branch Office,
Department or Business Unit – For a branch office, department or business
unit, a member could establish a percentage of electronic communications
requiring review that is based on its size, type of business, customer base and
location (including its sales locations), which includes emails from each
individual in that branch office, department or business unit.

(b) Percentage of Electronic Correspondence for Each Individual – For each
individual in a branch office, department or business unit, a member could
establish a percentage of emails requiring review based on its size, type of
business, supervisory structure (including whether certain locations are
supervised remotely), customer base and location including its branch offices.
Members should not necessarily limit themselves to reviewing the same
percentage of emails for each employee. For example, an individual with
disciplinary history or subject to special supervision may warrant a review
encompassing a higher percentage of emails.

➤ Combination of Lexicon and Random Review of Electronic Correspondence – Given
the strengths and weaknesses of any single review tool, members should consider
complementary review techniques. For instance, members should note that while
lexicon system-tracking capabilities have become considerably more sophisticated
and effective over the past few years, as of this writing they are incapable of
reading documents or document attachments that are password protected or
encrypted. Further, the use of image files, such as “jpgs,” can be used to pass
information through lexicon filters undetected. In addition, a registered
representative determined to circumvent a lexicon systemmay be able to do so
by simply avoiding the use of words likely to “trigger” the system.
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➤ Standards Applicable to All Review Systems – The manner and extent to which
review tools are utilized is a determination to be made by each member, based
on its business model. However, to best assure the effectiveness over time of any
system, members should incorporate ongoing evaluation procedures to identify
and address any “loopholes” or other issues that may arise as the means of
transmitting sensitive information “under the regulatory radar”becomemore
sophisticated and difficult to capture. Members’written procedures should
delineate the additional reviews that will be conducted when such issues are
identified. Members utilizing automated tools or systems in the course of their
supervisory review of electronic communications must have an understanding of
the limitations of such tools or systems (for example, see the potential limitations
of lexicon systems noted above) and should consider what, if any, further
supervisory review is necessary in light of such limitations.25

E. Frequency of the Review of Correspondence
➤ Frequency of correspondence reviewmay vary depending on the business.

For instance, the frequency of review should be related to the type of business
conducted (i.e., the market sensitivity of the activity); the type of customers
involved; the scope of the activities; the geographical location of the activities;
the disciplinary record of covered persons; and the volume of the communications
subject to review.

➤ Members should prescribe reasonable timeframes within which supervisors are
expected to complete their reviews of correspondence, taking into consideration
the type of review being conducted and the method of review being used.When
determining the reasonableness of such timeframes, members should carefully
consider the type of business their firm is conducting and the extent to which a
review’s usefulness, in the context of that business, is diminished by the passage
of time. For example, a member with a primarily retail customer base may need
to conduct more frequent reviews than a member that exclusively conducts
institutional business.

F. Documentation of the Review of Correspondence
➤ Members must evidence their reviews, whether electronically or on paper,26 and

be able to reasonably demonstrate that such reviews were conducted.

➤ The evidence of review should, at a minimum, clearly identify the reviewer, the
communication that was reviewed, the date of review and the steps taken as a
result of any significant regulatory issues that were identified during the course
of the review. Members should remind their reviewers that merely opening the
communication will not be deemed a sufficient review.
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III. Conclusion
As noted above, FINRA is issuing this guidance to assist members in the establishment
and maintenance of supervisory systems for electronic communications that are
reasonably designed to achieve compliance with the federal securities laws and self-
regulatory organization rules. Members must recognize, however, that this guidance
is not all-inclusive and does not represent all areas of inquiry that a member should
consider when establishing and maintaining a supervisory system for electronic
communications, including any existing and future electronic communications
technology that this guidance may not address. In addition, members are advised
that this guidance does not serve to establish a safe harbor with respect to potential
supervisory or compliance deficiencies.

1 For purposes of this guidance, “electronic
communications,” “email” and “electronic
correspondence”may be used interchangeably
and can include such forms of electronic
communications as instant messaging and
text messaging. Notwithstanding such use
of terminology, as further detailed herein,
the manner of application of FINRA rules
specifically addressing particular communi-
cations with the public (see, e.g., NASD Rules
2210 and 2211 and NYSE Rules 342 and 472)
will depend on the type of communication.

2 For purposes of this guidance, the term
“member” refers to members of the Financial
Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA), which
was created in July 2007 through the
consolidation of NASD and NYSE Member
Regulation. The FINRA rulebook currently
consists of both NASD Rules and certain
NYSE Rules that FINRA has incorporated
(Incorporated NYSE Rules). The Incorporated
NYSE Rules apply solely to dual members of
FINRA and the NYSE.

3 See NYSE Rule 342 (Offices – Approval,
Supervision and Control) and NASD Rule
3010 (Supervision).

4 FINRA has fashioned rule provisions that,
where appropriate, take into account
variations in members’ size or business model.
See, e.g., NYSE Rules 342.23 (Offices – Approval,
Supervision and Control – Internal Controls)
and 472(m) (Communications with the Public
– Small Firm Exception). See also NASD Rules
3012 (Supervisory Control System) and 2711
(Research Analysts and Research Reports).

5 See NYSE Information Memo 98-3 (January 16,
1998) and NASD Notices to Members 98-11
(January 1998) and 99-03 (January 1999).
See also NYSE Rule 342.17 (Offices – Approval,
Supervision and Control – Review of
Communications with Public) and NASD Rule
3010 (Supervision). Additionally, NASD Rule
2211 (Institutional Sales Material and
Correspondence) defines “correspondence”as
any written letter or electronic mail message
distributed by a member to (1) one or more
existing retail customers, and (2) fewer than
25 prospective retail customers within any 30
calendar-day period.
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Members are not required to approve outgoing
“correspondence”prior to use unless the
correspondence is sent to 25 or more existing
retail customers within a 30 calendar-day
period and makes a financial or investment
recommendation or otherwise promotes a
product or service of the member. NASD Rule
2211 also allows members to adopt
supervisory procedures for communications
distributed only to certain institutional
investors that do not require principal pre-use
review and approval.

6 For purposes of NASD rules, the term
“employees” includes all associated persons.

7 See NYSE Information Memo 98-3 (January 16,
1998) and NASD Notice to Members 98-11
(January 1998).

8 FINRA recognizes that, as appropriate evidence
of review, email related to members’ invest-
ment banking or securities business may be
reviewed electronically and the evidence of
the reviewmay be recorded electronically (see
NYSE Information Memo 98-3 and NASD Notice
to Members 98-11).

9 See also NYSE Rule 342 and NASD Rule 3012,
requiring implementation of a supervisory
control system.

10 See NYSE Rule 351(d) (Reporting Requirements)
and NASD Rule 3070(c) (Reporting
Requirements).

11 For example, FINRA expects members to
prohibit, through policies and procedures,
communications with the public from
employees’ home computers unless the
member is capable of supervising and
retaining such communications.

12 See NYSE Rules 342.16 and 342.17 (Offices-
Approval, Supervision and Control - Supervision
of Registered Representatives and Review of
Communications with the Public) and NASD
Rules 2210 (Communications with the Public)
and 2211 (Institutional Sales Material and
Correspondence). See also NASD Rule 3010
(Supervision) and NASD Rule 3010(d) (Review
of Transactions and Correspondence). (FINRA
staff notes its intention to propose amend-
ments to NASD Rule 3010(d)(2) to eliminate
outdated distinctions between certain hard
copy and electronic communications and to
reflect this guidance.)

13 See NASD Rules 2210 and 2211. See also
NASD Guide to the Internet for Registered
Representatives, available at www.finra.org/
RulesRegulation/IssueCenter/Advertising/p0061
18. See also NYSE Rule 472(a), which requires
pre-approval for any advertisement, market
letter, sales literature, communication or
research report that is distributed or made
available to a customer or the public by a
member.

14 A “weblog” (often referred to as a “blog”) is a
web-based publication consisting primarily
of periodic reports (generally in reverse
chronological order). Similar to other media,
blogs often focus on particular subjects (e.g.,
politics) and combine text, images and links
to other blogs, web pages and other media
related topics.

15 “Podcasting” is a method of distributing
multimedia files (i.e., audio or video content)
over the Internet for playback on mobile
devices and personal computers.

16 See Section II, page 5 of this guidance.
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17 Firms should be aware that pursuant to NYSE
Rule 342.10(B) and NASD Rule 3010(g)(2),
employees working at their primary residences
and relying on the exception from branch
office registration cannot use their personal
email accounts to communicate with potential
or existing customers from such locations;
electronic communications from such
locations must be made through the
member’s electronic system consistent with
the terms of the exception. See generally NYSE
Information Memos 05-74 (October 6, 2005)
and 06-13 (March 22, 2006) and NASD Notice
to Members 06-12 (March 2006).

18 FINRA views message boards as advertise-
ments under NASD Rule 2210, and such board
postings must be approved prior to use and in
writing by a registered principal. (See “Ask the
Analyst About Electronic Communications,”
NASD Regulatory & Compliance Alert, April
1996.)

19 FINRA views E-faxes sent to 25 or more
prospective retail customers within a 30
calendar-day period to be sales literature
under NASD Rule 2210, and they must be
approved prior to use and in writing by a
registered principal. FINRA also requires
principal pre-use approval for E-faxes sent to
25 or more existing retail customers within
any 30 calendar-day period that make any
financial or investment recommendation or
otherwise promote a product or service of the
member. See NASD Notice to Members 06-45
(August 2006).

20 See NYSE Information Memo 91-22 (June 28,
1991) and NASD Notice to Members 91-45
(June 1991) (Joint NASD/NYSE Memo on
ChineseWall Policies and Procedures).

21 See, e.g., NASD Rules 3010(d)(1), 2210 and
2211 and NYSE Rules 342(b)(2) and 472.

22 Cf. NASD Notice to Members 99-03 (January
1999) (allowing unregistered persons who
have received sufficient training to review
written, non-electronic correspondence).

23 See NYSE Rules 342(b) and 342.13 and NASD
Rule 3010.

24 Members that outsource technical support
functions related to their electronic review
process (e.g., the development and/or
implementation of a lexicon system) should
carefully pre-evaluate the vendor as well as
monitor the effectiveness of such vendor’s
services on an ongoing basis. See also NASD
Notice to Members 05-48 (July 2005)
(Members’ ResponsibilitiesWhen Outsourcing
Activities to Third-Party Service Providers).

25 See NYSE Information Memo 98-3 (January 16,
1998).

26 See, e.g., NASD Rules 3010(d)(1), 2210 and
2211 and NYSE Rules 342.16, 342.17 and 472.
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Compliance Considerations for Social Media 
Monday, May 23 
5:00 – 6:15 p.m. 
 
Resources 
 
FINRA Regulatory Notices 

 
• FINRA Regulatory Notice 10-06, Guidance on Blogs and Social Networking Web Sites (January 

2010) 
 
www.finra.org/Industry/Regulation/Notices/2010/P120760 
 

• FINRA Regulatory Notice 09-55, FINRA Requests Comments on Proposed New Rules Governing 
Communications with the Public (September 2009) 
 
www.finra.org/Industry/Regulation/Notices/2009/P120004 
 

• FINRA Regulatory Notice 07-59, Supervision of Electronic Communications; FINRA Provides 
Guidance Regarding the Review and Supervision of Electronic Communications (December 
2007) 

 
www.finra.org/Industry/Regulation/Notices/2007/P037554 

 
 
NASD Notices to Members 

 
• NASD Notice to Members 03-33, Instant Messaging; Clarification for Members Regarding 

Supervisory Obligations and Recordkeeping Requirements for Instant Messaging (July 2003) 
 

www.finra.org/Industry/Regulation/Notices/2003/P003248 
  

• NASD Notice to Members 01-23, Suitability Rule and Online Communications (April 2001)  
 

www.finra.org/Industry/Regulation/Notices/2001/P003886 
  

 
FINRA, NASD and NYSE Rules 
 

• NASD Rule 3010. Supervision 
 

http://finra.complinet.com/en/display/display.html?rbid=2403&record_id=4395&element_id=3717
&highlight=3010#r4395 

 
• NASD Rule 3070. Reporting Requirements 

 
http://finra.complinet.com/en/display/display.html?rbid=2403&record_id=4408&element_id=3730
&highlight=3070#r4408 
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• NYSE Rule 351. Reporting Requirements 
 
 http://finra.complinet.com/en/display/display_main.html?rbid=2403&element_id=6523 
 

• NASD Rule 3110. Books and Records 
 

http://finra.complinet.com/en/display/display.html?rbid=2403&record_id=11853&element_id=3734
&highlight=3110#r11853 

 
• NYSE Rule 410. Records of Order 

 
 http://finra.complinet.com/en/display/display_main.html?rbid=2403&element_id=6546 
 

 
FINRA Podcasts 

 
• February 19, 2008, Electronic Communications: Introduction to Supervision 
• March 17, 2008, Electronic Communications: What and Who 
• April 8, 2008, Electronic Communications: Reviewing Correspondence 
• February 9, 2009, Electronic Communications: Web Sites 
• February 23, 2009, Electronic Communications: Blogs, Bulletin Boards and Chat Rooms 
• March 10, 2009, Electronic Communications: Social Networking Sites 
• February 8, 2010, Social Networking 

 
www.finra.org/Industry/Education/OnlineLearning/Podcasts/index.htm 

 
 

Guide to the Internet for Registered Representatives 
 

www.finra.org/Industry/Issues/Advertising/p006118 
 

 
SEC Resources 

 
• SEC Release Nos. 34-58288; IC-28351, Commission Guidance on the Use of Company Web 

Sites 
 

www.sec.gov/rules/interp/2008/34-58288.pdf 
 

• SEC Release No. 34-47806, Electronic Storage of Broker-Dealer Records 
 

www.sec.gov/rules/interp/34-47806.htm 
 

• SEC Release No. 34-44238, Guidance to Broker-Dealers on the Use of Electronic Storage Media  
 

www.sec.gov/rules/interp/34-44238.htm 
 


