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For failing to respond in a full and timely 
manner to requests forinformation, for failing to respond in any er to additional requests forinformation, and for failing to appear for testimony, in violation of Rules8210 and 2010, Respondent is barred from associating with any FINRA-registered firm in any capacity.

Appearances
Jonathan Golomb, Esq., Rockville, MD, for the Department of Enforcement.
No appearance by or for Keith Halsnik.

DECISION
1. Introduction

FINRA staffbegan its investigation of Respondent Keith Halsnik following Woodbury
Financial Services, Inc.'s filing ofa Uniform Termination Notice for Securities Industry
Registration (''Form U5") disclosing that Halsnik "was permitted to resign after engaging in
trading practices inconsistent with Woodbu?y'S policies. After Halsnik failed to timely

,,1

respond to requests for information made as part ofthat investigation and wholly failed to
respond to additional requests for information and a request for testimony, Enforcement initiated
? Smtement in Support of Motion for En?y of Default Decision at 1; Complainant's Exhibit ("CX?)-2, at 2
(attached to kmathan Golomb's Declaration in Support ofMotion for Entry of Default Decision ("Decl.7).
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this proceeding on July 3, 2013. The complaint's first cause of action charges that Halsnik failed

to respond to Central Review Group requests fbr information, in violation ofFINRA Rules 8210

and 2010. The second cause charges that Halsnik failed to respond to Enforcement's requests for

information, in violation ofRules 8210 and 2010, and the third cm?e charges that Halsnik failed

to appear for testimony, in violation ofRules 8210 and 2010.2

Hal?nik did not answer or othenvise respond to the complaint Consequently, on

September 11, 2013, Enfomement filed a motion for entry of default decision, supported by the

Declaration of Jonathan Golomb and four exhibits. Halsnik has not responded to the motion.3

For the reasons set forth below, Enforcement's motion is ?anted.

IL Jurisdiction

Halsnikjoined the securities industry in 2005 and, on November 3, 2010, he became

employed by Woodb??y, registering through the firm with FINRA as a General Securities

Representative: 
On August 29, 2011, his registration 

was terminated after Woodbug filed the

Form U5 reporting his resignation.5 
Although Halsnik is not cunently registered 

or associated

with a FINRA member, FINRA has jurisdiction 
over this disciplinary proceeding, pursuant to

Article V, Section 4 ofFINRA's By-Laws, because the complaint (1) was filed within two years

following the termination ofHalsnik's registration, and (2) charges Halsnik with failing to

-2 Tl?e complaint charges violations of Rule 21 10. However, Rule 21 10 was superseded by Rule 2010 in December2008 as part ofthe first phase ofthe formulation ofthe new consolidated nilebook.

' Given that Halmik is in default as detailed below, the factual determinations in this decision are based onallegations in the attached complaint, which are ?e?merl admitted, as well as on the Golomb Declaration and itsexhibits.

4 Complaint 11 2: Decl 11 2; CX-1, at 4.
s Complaint 112; Decl 12; CX-1, at 4; CX-2, at 2.
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respond to FINRA's requests fbr information and testimony made during the two-year period

1
following that termination.6

I[L Respondent's Default

Enforcement staffserved the notice of complaint and complaint on Halsnik on July 3, n

i
2013, by certified mail, return receipt requested, addressed to Halsnik's residential address as i

reflected in the Central Registration Depository ("CRD address'D. Although the return receipt

was signed by someone whose last name appears to be Hal*nik, Halsnik did not respond.

Accordingly, on August 1,2013, Enforcement staff served a second notice ofcomplaint and

complaint by certified mail addressed to Halsnik's CRD address. The mailing was returned as

unclaimed and, to date, Halsnik has not filed an answer with the Office of Hearing Officers or

otherwise responded to the complaint'

Halsnik has received valid constructive notice ofthis proceeding and, therefore, the

Hearing Officer concludes that he has defaulted by f?iling to answer the complaint

IV. Violations

A. Failure to Respond to Central Review Group Requests for Information

The first cause ofaction alleges that Halsnik violated Rules 8210 and 2010 by failing to

respond to Central Review Group requests fbr information.

Following the receipt ofthe Form U5 reporting the termination ofHalsnik's employment

with Woodbury, the Central Review Group ofFINRA's Office ofFraud Detection and Market

Inte#ty began an inquiry to determine, among other things, whether Halsnik engaged in

excessive trading in customer accounts. Accordingly, on October 3, 2011, the Central Review

6 See Article V, Sec. 4(a), FINRA By-Laws, available at www.finra.o?Rule? (then follow "FINRA Manual"
hy? ? ?nk to ''Corporate ? g, tion: By-I?ws").

' Decl 111+9; CX-3; CX-4.
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Group sent Halsnik 
a Rule 8210 request seeking: (1) a signed statement in response to

allegations ofexcessive trading; (2) co,i?apundence and memoranda relating to the allegations;

and (3) infoimation regarding any other complaints against him. The request directed Halsnik to
provide this information 

no later than October 17,2011. The request was sent by certified mail,

among other means, to Halsnik's CRD address. Although Halsnik signed for the Certified

mailing on October 7, 2011, he failed to respond by October 17, 2011.8

Accordingly, on November 8, 201 1, the Central Review Group sent Halsnik 
a second

Rule 8210 request requiring him to provide the previously requested information by November

22, 2011. This request also was sent by certified mail to Halsnik's CRD address and, although

Halsnik signed for the certified mailing on November 10, 2011, he failed to respond by
November 22, 2011.9

Based on Halsnik's failure to respond, Enforcement sent Halsnik a notice of suspension

pursuant to FINRA Rule 9552 on March 14, 2012. The notice stated that Halsnik would be

suspended from associating with any FINRA-registered  firm in any capacity unless he provided

the information and documents requested befbre April 9, 2012. In response to the notice of
suspension, Halsnik provided a letter dated March 29, 2012, stating that he had not engaged in
excessive trading, asserting that he had no documents responsive to the request, and stating that

there were no customer complaints against him. 10

FINRA staffproperly served Halsnik with requests for information and documents 
on

October 3 and November 8, 2011. Despite receiving those requests, Halsnik did not respond for
months and then only after FINRA staff issued a notice of suspension pursuant to Rule 9552. By

? Complaint T? 5-8.
9 Complaint 1MI 9-11.
to Complaint ll 12-13.
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providing this lmtimely response to FINRA's requests, Halsnik violated FINRA Rule 8210. His

violation of Rule 821 0 also constitutes conduct inconsistent with just and equitable principles of

trade, and therefore violates FINRA Rule 2010.
11

B. Failure to Respond to Additional Requests for Information

The second cause of action alleges that Respondent failed to respond in any manner to

additional requests for information, in violation ofRules 8210 and 2010.

On March 28, 2013, Enforcement sent Halsnik a Rule 8210 request seeking documents

and information regarding mutual fund transactions in the accounts oftwo customers. The

request was sent to Halsnik's CRD address by certified mail and, on April 1, 2013, Halsnik

signed the return receipt Halsnik nevertheless failed to mspond to the request by the April 15,

2013 due date. Therefore, on April 18, 2013, Enforcement sent Halsnik a second request for

documents and infom?ation, requiring him to immediately produce the documents requested on

March 28, 2013. This request also was sent to Halsnik's CRD address by certified mail. Halsnik

did not provide the requested documents or respond in any other manner to the requests.
12

The Hearing Officer finds that the foregoing facts establish that Respondent violated

Rules 8210 and 2010 by failing to respond to FINRA staff's requests for information.

C. Failure to Appear for Testimony

On May 7,2013, Enforcement sent Halsnik a letter, pursuant to Rule 8210, requiring him

to appear for testimony on May 28, 2013 in Rockville, Maryland The request was sent to

Halsnik by certified mail to his CRD address and, despite signing the return receipt on May 14,

? SeeJon?hRic?pem, Exchange Act Rel. No. 62891, 2010 SEC LEXIS 2988, at *13, n.12 (Sept. 10, 2010),4#?d,
436 F, App'x 31 (2d Cir. 2011).

u Comptaint? 16-21.
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2013, Halsnik failed to appear for testimony on May 28, 2013. He did not respond in any

manner to the request fbr testimony. 13

By failing to respond to the request for testimony, Halsnik violated Rules 8210 and 2010.

V. Sanctions

Since FINRA lacks subpoena power, it must rely upon Rule 8210 '*to police the activities

of its members and associated persons."?4 The ?failure to respond to... infbrmation requests

frustrates [FINRA's] abiHty to detect misconduct, and such inability in turn threatens investors

and markets....,,15

Under the sanction guideline applicable to violations ofRule 8210, ifan individual does

not ig?puud in any manner, a bar should be standard. When an individual provides a partial but

incomplete response, a bar is standard unless the person can demonstrate that the information

provided substantially complied with all aspects ofthe request. The principal considerations

speci?c to det?-? ,,'?',g sanctions for a partial but incomplete response include: (1) the

importance ofthe informationi?quested as viewed from FINRA's perspective, (2) the number of

requests made and the degree of regulatory pressure required to obtain a response, and (3) the

length oftime to respond. 16

Halsnik responded to one ofFINRA's multiple requests for information and testimony in

connection with its investigation ofHalsnik's alleged excessive mutual fund trading.

Accordingly, under the appHcable sanction guideline, a bar is the appropriate sanction unless the

N Co?plaint 1MI 2+27.
14 Joseph Patrlck Hannan, Exchange Act Rel. No. 40438,1998 SEC LEXIS 1955, at *9 (Sept. 14, 1998).

15 PAZSeC., Inc., Exchange Act Rel. No. 57656,2008 SEC LEXIS 820, at *13 (Apr. 11, 2008),petition denied, 566
F.3d 1172 (D.C. Cir. 2009).
16 FINRA Sanction Guidelines 33 (2011).
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evidence shows that he substantially compHed with all aspects ofthe requests.17 
The evidence

shows otherwise. Halsnik entirely failed to respond to the 2013 document requests and he failed

to mearfor muestediesthnonj

Accordingly, the Hearing Officer finds that a bar from associating with any FINRA-
registered finn in any capacity is the appropriate sanction for the violations alleged in
Enforcement's complaint.

VL Order

For violating FINRA Rules 8210 and 2010 by failing to timely and fully respond to initial
requests for information, failing to respond to additional requests for information, and failing to
provide requested testimony, Halsnik is barred from associating with 

any FINRA-registered firm
in any capacity. The bar shall become effective immediately ifthis decision becomes FINRA's
final disciplinary action.

RadaxwmPMW
Rada Lynn Potis
Hearing Officer

Copies to:

Keith A. Halsnik (via overnight courier andjirst-class maioJonathan Golomb, Esq. (via email and??rst-class maiDJefTrey D. Pariser, Esq. (via email)

-?7 The He?ing Officer has assessed a unitary sanction because the violations 
can be understood to be amibntable toa cnmmnn ??iderlying cause. See John Joseph Phmketl, Exchange Act ReL No. 69766, 2013 SEC LEXIS 1699(June 14, 2013), remanded in pan, Kent M Houston, Exchange Act Rel. No. 66014, 2011 SEC LEXIS 4491 (Dec.20,2011).
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DEPARTMENT OF ENFORCEMENr,

Complainant, DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDING

No. 2011029300801
V.
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Respondent.
JUL t 3 2013

FI\ ..? ?FICE 
. FCOMPLAINT ??EARI\ ? ' 'FFIC -?-

The Department of Enforcement alleges:

SUMMARY

1. Respondent Keith A. Halsnik repeatedly failed to provide infbm? ?ion and failed to

appear for testimony three times during the period October 2011 through May 2013. By so

doing, he violated FINRA Rules 8210 and 2110.

RESPONDENT AND JURISDICTION

2. Respondent has been registered with four firms since entering the securities industry in

August 2005. He has held General Securities Representative (Series 7) and Combined State Law

(Series 66) licenses. His registration was terminated on August 29, 201 1 when his employing

firm, Woodbury Financial Services, Inc., permitted him to resign after it found that he engaged

- - ------- - "- in ?ding practices inconsistent with the fi?m?-policies.

3. Although Respondent is no longer registered 
or associated with a FINRA member, he

remains subject to FINRA's jurisdiction for purposes of this proceeding, pursuant to Article V,

Section 4 ofFINRA's By-Laws, because: (1) the Complaint was filed within two years after the

efTective date oftermination ofRespondent's registration with Woodbury Financial Services,
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Inc., namely, August 29,2011; and (2) the Complaint charges him with failing to respond to
FINRA requests for information and with failing to appear for on-the-record testimony during

the two-year period after the date upon which he ceased to be registered with a FINRA member.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Faihlre to Respond to Central Review Group Requests for Information

(Violation ofFINRA Rules 8210 and 2110)
4. The Department realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 -3 above.

5. Following the receipt ofaForm U5 disclosing the termination of Halsnik's registration,

the Central Review Group ofFINRA's Office ofFraud Detection and Market Inte?rity began an
inquiry to determine, among other things, whether Halsnik engaged in excessive trading in
customer accounts.

6. On October 3, 2011, the Central Review Group sent Halsnik a request for information

pursuant to FINRA Rule 8210. Specifically, the request sought (1) a signed statement in

response to the allegations; (2) all correspondence and memoranda relating to the matter; and (3)

information regarding 
any other complaints against him. It required him to provide this

information 
no later than October 17, 2011.

7. The October 3, 2011 request was sent by regular first class mail and certified mail to
Halsnik's address in the Central Registration Depository (CRD) system. Halsnik signed for the

certified mailing 
on October 7, 2011, and the first class mailing 

was not returned to FINRA.
8. Halsnik failed to respond in any mannerto the request by October 17,2011.

9. On November 8,2011, the Central Review Group sent Halsnik a second request pursuant

to FIRNA Rule 8210 requiring him to provide the previously-requested information by

November 22,2011.

2
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10. The November 8, 2011 request was sent by regular first class mail and certified mail to
Halsnik's CRD address. Halsnik signed forthe certified mailing 

on November 10,2011, andthe
first class rn?iling 

was not returned to FINRA.

11. Halsnik failed to respond in any, er to the request by November 22,2011.
12. Based 

on Halsnik's failure to respond, 
on March 14, 2012, the Department of

Enforcement sent Halsnik anotice of suspension pursuantto FINRA Rule 9552, with a
suspension date of April 9, 2012.

13. In response to the notice of suspension, Halsnik provided 
a letter dated March 29, 2012

stating that he had not engaged in excessive trading, asserting that he had no documents
responsive to the request, and stating that there were no customer complaints against him.

14. By failing to provide the requested information in response to the requests by the Central
Review Group prior to the initiation of a FR?IRA Rule 9552 proceeding, Halsnik violated FINRA
Rule 8210. He thereby failed to observe high standards ofcommercial honor andjust and
equitable principles of trade, thereby violating FINRA Rule 2010.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
Failure to Respond to Enforcement Requests for Information

(Violation ofFINRA Rules 8210 and 2110)
15. The Department realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1-14 above.
16. On March 28, 2013, the Department ofEnforcement sent Halsnik 

a request pursuant to
FINRA Rule 8210 seeking documents and information regarding mutual fund transactions in the
accounts oftwo customers.

17. The March 28,2013 request was sent to Halsnik's CRD address by certified mail, with
production due on April 15, 2013.

18. Halsnik signed the certified mail card on or about April 1, 2013.

3
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19. On April 18, 2013, the Department ofEnforcement sent Halsnik a second request for

documents and information pursuant to Procedural Rule 8210 requiring him to immediately

produce the documents requested on March 28, 2013. This request was sent to Halsnik's CRD

address by certified mail.

20. The April 18,2013 mailing was returned with handwritten notations on the envelope

indicating that three notices were left at the delivery address.

21. As ofthe date ofthis Complaint, Halsnik has not provided the requested documents or

responded in any other manner to the requests.

22. By failing to provide the requested information, Halsnik violated FINRA Rule 8210. He

thereby failed to observe high standards of commercial honor andjust and equitable principles of

trade, thereby violating FINRA Rule 2010.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

Failiire to Appear jbr Testimony
(Violation ofFINRA Rules 8210 and 21 10)

23. The Department realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 -22 above.

24. On May 7, 2013, the Department of Enforcement sent Halsnik a letter requiring him,

pursuant to FINRA Rule 8210, to appear for testimony on May 28, 2013 in Rockville, Maryland.

25. The May 7, 2013 request was sent to Halsnik by certified mail to his CRD address.

26. Halsnik signed for the certified mailing on May 14, 2013.

27. Halsnik failed to appear for testimony on May 28, 2013. He has not responded in any

other manner to the May 7,2013 request for testimony.

28. By failing to appear for testimony, Halsnik violated FINRA Rule 8210. He thereby

failed to observe high standards of commercial honor andjust and equitable principles oftrade,

thereby violating FINRA Rule 2010.

4
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RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, the Department respectfl?lly requests that the Panel:

A. make findings offact and conclusions oflaw that Respondent(s) committed the

violations charged and alleged herein;

B. order that one or more ofthe sanctions provided under FINRA Rule 8310(a) be

imposed; and

C. order that Respondent bear such costs ofproceeding 
as are deemed fair and

appropriate under the circumstances in accordance with FINRA Rule 8330.

FINRA DEPARTMENT OF ENFORCEMENT

Date: July 3, 2013 627825
?than Golomb

/Senior Special Counsel

/
 FINRA Department of Enforcement

15200 Omega Drive
Rockville, MD 20850
(301) 258-8532/FAX  (202) 728-8320
jon,tl,?n.golomb@finra.org
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