Linda . Fienberg

Oty Reputationy Policy snd Oversinht

November 9, 2006

Catherine McGuire

Associate Director and Chief Counsel
Securities and Exchange Commission
Division of Market Regulation

100 F Street, N.E.

Washington, DC 20549-1001

Dear Ms. McGuire:

On November |, 2006, you asked NASD Dispute Resolution to provide you with
information on the arbitrator pool for customer cases in various hearing locations. In the
interest of full disclosure, we have provided this information for all United States hearing
locations.

We have produced the attached report with data current as of today, showing:

1. Each hearing location (HLC) in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

2. The number of arbitrators in that HL.C who are classified as “public” under the
definition found in Rule 10308(a)(5) of the NASD Code of Arbitration Procedure
(Code) and in proposed Rule 12100(u) of the pending Code for Customer Disputes.'

3. The number of arbitrators in each HLC who will be designated as chair-qualified
under proposed Rule 12400(c) of the pending Code revision.

4. The number of public (customer) arbitration cases that we received in the first ten
months of 2006 in that HLC. This list includes both hearing and “paper” (no hearing)
cases.

5. The number of public cases in which arbitrator lists were generated in that HLC in the
first ten months of 2006. Please note that this includes some cases received prior to
January 1, 2006 in which lists had not yet been generated.

6. The number of public cases that were closed by award in that HLC in the first ten
months of 2006. Please note that some of these cases would have been filed prior to
January 1, 2006,

! We are preparing to conduct a survey of arbitrators to determine any changes in their
classification that might occur as a result of a change to Rule 10308 approved by the SEC
on October 16, 2006, which will become effective on January 15, 2007 (Exchange Act
Release No. 54607, File No. SR-NASD-2005-094).
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In reviewing this report, please note that the number of arbitrators in columns two and
three may include some duplicates. An arbitrator may have volunteered to serve in more
than one hearing location (such as New York and New Jersey), and would then appear in
more than one location on this chart,

I hope this information is helpful. Please feel free to contact me if you have additional
questions.

Very truly yours,
{

5
P
A,
Linda D. Fienberg

Enclosure: Arbitrator Pool Information by Hearing Location
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