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RE: Proposed Changes to Forms U4 and US - File No. SR-FINRA-2009-008 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

PFS Investments Inc. ("PFSI") appreciates the opportunity to comment on FINRA's 
proposed changes to Form U4 and U5. PFSI supports the recommended changes with respect to 
allowing firms to amend the date and reason for termination on Form U5 and raising the 
monetary thresholds requiring reporting on Forms U4 and U5. PFSI also supports FINRA's 
stated goal of protecting investors by making it easier to identify persons subject to statutory 
disqualification. We have serious concerns, however, regarding the implementation plan for the 
additional proposed disclosure questions under 14C and 14E of Form U4. 

Our understanding of the rule proposal is that it would require broker-dealers to obtain 
from each of their registered representatives a manually signed Form U4 containing answers to 
the additional questions within 120 days from the effective date of the rule change. The proposal 
commentary also notes that, "FINRA appreciates that adding new disclosure questions to Form 
U4 will require firms to amend (or refile) such forms for their registered persons, and that this 
requirement may place an administrative burden on firms." We would like to offer some context 
to this administrative burden as well as suggestions on how it could be mitigated. 

PFSI is an insurance-company affiliated broker-dealer and has approximately 21,000 
independent contractor registered representatives. The 120 day implementation period would 
provide approximately 85 actual business days in which to complete these filings. If PFSI were 
fortunate enough to receive these amended filings from its representatives evenly distributed 
starting on the first day of the implementation period, it would result in our licensing department 
having to process 247 Form U4s per day. This, of course, would be in addition to their normal 
workload which would already be complicated by having to ensure that all those routine 
amendments which ordinarily would not require a signature are either preceded by, or submitted 
with, an amended filing containing answers to the new questions. 
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Furthermore, in order to accommodate the current regulatory requirement mandating wet 
signatures on all such Form U4 amendments, PFSI would have to require its representatives to 
fax in their manually executed Form U4s. Each Form U4 would consist of at least 3 pages and 
likely a fax coversheet. Accounting for a hardcopy on both ends of that fax transmission this 
would result in a total use of 168,000 sheets of paper. Not only would an average of 247 Form 
U4s need to be keyed into WebCRD daily as we previously mentioned, but also each one would 
need to be imaged into PFSI's recordkeeping system. Add these tasks to those of tracking who 
has submitted an amendment, chasing down representatives who have not yet submitted their 
amendments, and the task becomes disruptive to the business activity of the firm at a time when 
the firm is already under severe expense pressures as a result of the dislocation in the capital 
markets. Yet, with all of that effort spent, we doubt we will have a single representative who 
would have a "yes" answer to these new questions because the firm has a policy of not allowing 
representatives who are subject to statutory disqualification. 

Considering that probably upwards of 99% of all filings within the industry to these new 
questions will be "no" answers, we respectfully suggest a better and much more efficient method 
would be to only require representatives who have a previous "yes" answer to questions 14C or 
14E to provide an amended Form U4 and default all remaining representatives to "no" answers. 
Please bear in mind that each "no" answer (which must be attested to, printed, faxed, tracked, 
imaged, filed, keyed, etc.) is wasted effort and results in no additional customer protection, and 
that this exercise, as proposed, will consist almost exclusively of wasted effort by design. 

However, if the Staff deems that the above suggested methodology fails to meet some 
intended goal and that such goal is worth imposing the considerable additional burden and 
expense on firms, we would alternatively make two other recommendations. First, that the 
effective date be coordinated with the implementation of the proposed changes ofSR-2009-019. 
At least this would alleviate firms from the requirement of a wet signature for each "no" answer. 
Secondly, extending the implementation deadline to be 1 year from the effective date would 
allow firms to use existing annual processes already in place such as the Annual Compliance 
Meeting to facilitate the completion, collection, and tracking of this process. 

We appreciate the publication of the proposed rule for comment and hope that these 
comments will be of assistance to the Staff in its consideration of the form of the final rule 
proposal. We would be pleased to discuss any aspect of these comments with FINRA staff. 

Sincerely, 

9~~~ 
Daniel Woodring 
V.P. / Chief Compliance Officer 


