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t NASD, Inc.
260 Franklin Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02110.

In frH«-t*- joint Stateoent of Cly*™, daimants note a ^la-i™ £or loooes in
excess of $15,000,000.00 incurred in October of 1589 as a result of alleged
misrepresentations *TVJ| *•••*< •••i*»̂ g on *fri« part of RBSpcndents in connection
with heavy trading in naked stock options, failure to properly supervise
such trades, **i**ft> WTTTI excessive in ̂ ***̂ fr and which exposed Claimants to
fHin/roi of dbllars of looses. Claimants allege that they ccnndtted
themselves to an fM*»m t-nuw-ntj pioyxam in reliance
Respondents that tte ̂ riMjumij consisting of frequent sales of uncovered puts
heavily couuenUaLed in only a few highly volatile stocks during eight nrnttm
in 1585, was reasonable, conservative, and being monitored by Reqxndmf.
Bruce Baiter. daimnta allege that the yrogiam was not reasonable or
conservativa, paltmr did not «̂ "̂ tfM" **V> accounts, and that BaineWefcber, did
not follow its own rules and various regulatory provisicns in sî ervising the
accounts of daimants. As a result, dainants allege that there were losses
exceeding $15,000,000.00 in those accounts.

Respondents deny rorh and every allegation of wrongdoing set luiLh in
the Statement of fi*!1* jmH any liability to daiaants for losses in their
accounts. RefipcExfents i******-**™ that dainants ̂ ^̂ »̂ «*'̂ ^ the options
strategy in question through t̂ i*-1^ enployee and agent, Jbseph Tischl̂ r
(Tischler) , and that all risks associated with the yi.u9J.am were cHnclnn^rl to
and should have Timn understood by daioants* Recpcodents deny that they
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undertook a duty to Claimants other HW* execution of securities a»̂  options
trades directed by Claimants, and that Claimants are fully responsible for
the losses which occurred in both accounts.

Claimants request an award of $10, 073, 185.00 on behalf of 1X105,
$4,564,916.11 on behalf of Belkin, interest of various kinds, punitive
damages, attorneys1 fees and costs.

Respondents request that all '"•i »•<**« aqqcnrtoH by *"ria'i™»n*'« be dismissed
in all respects.

Bel VI n is a successful entrepreneur, a Harvard MBA, and founder,
chairman and majority dhamAnirt^r- of INGS. TOGS, in the travel and
financial services business, is a successful corporation. Prior to
his brokerage account at PaineWebber, Belfr-in had acquired a portfolio of
stocks and bends of significant value. Ha had alflo invested in real estate
limited partnerships, tax shelters, a >wiiHi club, an office furniture
omryann and had made an unsuccessful bid to purchase the Boston Celtics
basketball franchise. Be and TNBS had no material eô ecrience in stock
options, but were willing to put money into an options writing yi.uyj.aiu
proposed in 1389 by TLschler, a five-year employee of INGS, TLschler was
not a registered isvestinent advisor and did not manage money for others as a
profession, but had traded in options for *»*« own account. The options
piuyiam was ̂r1 "̂̂  by TLschler as a means to achieve higher returns of
income, through a more aggressive investment strategy, on liquid funds of
Bftlkln and INGS. Trading in stock options, 1nrVhiA1na naked put writing, aa
proposed by TLschler, was and is recognized as, in some cases, a high risk
and speculative investment strategy in the securities industry, various
exchange and self -regulatory organization rules, PaineWebber 's own sales
practices policy "'•T™1 and account opening and disclosure documents*
TLschler, however, said he would only invest in puts and callfl in highly
liquid, solid "̂ pmlfi? with strike prices well below the market price, with

4n mergers *****
where dcnlo had been announced* Tte propoood options piuyj.am was dJ
among Ttellrin, BeUdn's accountant, TUGS1 employees and Baiter, who
BeUdn's account at 7N3S, but it is not clear how much the risks inherent in
trading naked options on margin was r11 nmnnnri

Baiter, the individual Respondent, was one of the top brokers at
PaineWebber, had been a member of the Chairman's dub for almost ten years,
but had little experience in stock cptioos. Baiter was a TvrlnMinr of Belkin,
had interacted with P**"!*-'" socially «*** had reviewed Belkin1 s investment
portfolio in the past. In addition to asking Baiter to speak to TLschler
about the options yi.utfi.aiii, TtolTMn also requested that Baiter monitor,
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generally, the performance of both the FqlM^ and TNQS options accouzits*
However, it MBS clear that Tischler and Earl Schwartz ("Sdnartz") , a 1N3S
enployee, were to have primary responsibility for mrniagring the options

Baiter relied upon Tischler1 s stated expertise in writing options.
A discount "rmm1ggirn rate was wxrioed out by the Claimants and Baiter on
behalf of PaineWebber. Belkin and TNGS made the decision to proceed with a
trial options pruyiam proposed by Tischler and *•*** trial piuji.diu conmenced in
March, 1989.

By the beginning of October, 1389, the options piujjidm had enrrnpri over
$1,000,000 in income for the two accounts and PaineWefcber had earned over
$200,000 in commissions from the trading -in the two accounts. HISS'S
account was opened in March, 1989 with Schwartz, as treasurer, the only duly
authorized agent for the account, fr****^ Schwartz relied on Tischler for the
day-to-day investment decisions. Belkin's account was opened in April, 1589
and both Tischler and Schwartz were appointed as duly authorized agents for
the account. Neither PaineWebber, Baiter nor «*"'*••'« looked into Tischler 's
background and experience in options trading, nor to any extent did Baiter or
PaineMebber look into the f-trumrHai status of TOGS or BelTrJTi, even though
they knew that Belfcin had no prior options experience and that Belkin wculd
be relying vpon Tischler, as would TNGS, for direction of the options
program. I*H« type of qpt*mg piugzam was rftrrjil*^ in Section 6.0 of the
PaineWebber Sales Practices Policy Manual of January 1, 1989, as the highest
risk level and for which the rntat-m^nr oust hove, among other things, prior
options investment *npgrlq"Mi Also Baiter had agreed to watch the

rfonnance of the accounts for Belkin and INGS.

Both accounts were margin accounts, option- trading accounts, with
"speculation" indicated as the primary investanent objective and "income" aa
the secondary objective of each account. Belkin was provided with an
Options Risks Disclosure Statamt, which be signed but did not read. He was
provided with monthly statements by PaineMebbecr, copies of which were seat to
his accountant. TOSS statements were seat to Schwartz. Although, the account

>«H t*m* twihrH nml *|gf -j t+i a«riH an and BeUdll'S aCCOUnt had UO

third-party authorization for Tlachler and Schwartz untdll Jtme, 1589, trading
in both yy^mtg *** in fact occur in ***a «»»r¥noT- intended by the portico
A-rHng- the early mmt-ha of ^h^ j^r^r-nun Options trading in b^t^1 accounts,
supposedly on a test basis, started slowly but increased in May, 1989. la
late May,- 1989, the noipHmnft department of BaiadNefcber noted that one of
the accounts was "over- leveraged" and should "cut back on pos1Hcnfll> and "get
more assets" but ~-i**yy PaineWebber nor Baiter contacted BeUdn directly
with respect to this ocnpllmrift review by PaineWefcber. By the end of Jfay,
Belkin's »r***in+*A hmf about 1,644 short or naked put options outstanding in
nine securities and INGS had about 1,654 naked options in eleven securities.
If all those short put options had beea exercised, BeUda would have had to
expend or finance about $10,200,000 to purchase the stocks put to him against
an equity in the account of $2,800,000. For TOSS it would have been about
$10,600,000.00 against $2,800,000.

m June, 1589, the naked puts written on 30,000 shares of Avon Products
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in each, account were exercised, r̂v5 the two accounts were each required to
purchase the 30,000 shares assigned to then. The strike price was $40.00, so
each account was required to enpesxl $1,200,000.00 to purchase the stock. The
exercise occurred because the market price of the stock, at a time close to
the expiration of the puts, was less *->"" the strike price of $40.00. tta
accounts ultimately suffered relatively small losses from the exercise,
because the Avon stock WAS subsequently sold at a price only several points
belcw the strike price. In any event, these exercises of puts, requiring
that each account put up $1,200,000.00 in cash, effectively put Claimants on
notice of seme of the risks In writing naked puts. At the same time, it
evidenced to PaineWetber and Baiter that in fact sane of the risks Inherent
in writing naked puts were materializing in the accounts.

During June, July, August and September, the size of naked put orders,
frequency of trades, and level of outstanding put exposure dramatically
increased. At the same time. Baiter, at the request of Schwartz and
Tischler, sent arbitrage and other internal PaineWebber reports and
information to INGS. In arM-it-i^n, there were conversations between Baiter
arirf Belfcin at a wnrVUnrj in July ̂ TV* a *MTm«M- -IT* September, ̂ TĤ g which the
accounts were discussed generally. These conversations gave Bel kin the
impression that the accounts were doing very well.

Haiv-fn contacted T̂ if-a** la early August of 1989 to discuss Tischler *s
compensation proposal with respect to management of the rpHmfl investment
pi.uyj.aiu, which **ncl̂ yU>d a request to share in the profits. Baiter did
research on the compensation custom in the industry and did report back to
Belkin on customary investment •••njiganian*'. compensation. lTy*p̂  ill
implied to both Belkin and Baiter that management of an investment yiogxam by
an agent who receives a share of the profits but who does not put up any
capital can increase the risk involved in that trading yu.igiain. Meaxwfaile,
the pu.-cgi.am, as directed by Tlschler and executed by PaineWettoer, changed, so
that the following characteristics, not present in the early months of the
pLLuyiam, existed by the end of Septenober of 1989:

(a) The accounts were nuch more concentrated than at the end of Ifey,
1989, mostly in *yM*»ig 4-n »HT*HT»> stocks. Belkin's account had
puts in only 3 stocks, and 509 out of 609 puts were in Xtaitad

COAL). TUGS'a account had puts in 5 securities, with
Ir070 out of 1,320 puts also being in. UAL.

Cb) The accounts had become a major source (almost 20%) of Baiter's

(c) The funds necessary to purchase all of the puts in the accounts, if
exercises occurred, bad risen from â pio* imtttly $10,000,000 for
each account to $31,000,000 for TOGS and $14,500,000 for BftllrlTi.

(d) The accounts held the largest nuifrer of naked puts in OAL Cor the
entire northeast region of FainejNebber. The compliance report rum
Ifey of 1989 and the evidence in Hvin case indicate that FaineWetber
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had the required options ccnpliance personnel, frequent ccocuter
runs and other data which either did or should have brought the
concentration and size of put exposure in these accounts to the
attention of PaineWetber management. Of course. Baiter had notice,
as an agent of FaineHebber, because he executed trades for the
accounts.

(e) The naked puts in UAL , in an announced, but potentially hostile,
takeover deal represented very speculative activity because the
puts were sold at strike prices in the 230 to 280 range,
significantly above the pre-deal publicity price of UAL, which had
bean in the 130 range.

(f) There was virtually no hedging in the accounts*

(g) The accounts were being baxxlled by an agent vjfao was entitled to a
share of the profits.

(h) Ibe usual PaineWebber practice of prior approval of trades of 100
or more imcoveml options by a branch office manager had been
waived by the junior manager only.

At the same time, Belkin, Belkin's accountant, SdMartz, and Tlschler
were receiving e*nf*'m*+4tw** and otter reports from PaineWebber as to
activity in the accounts, and Sctwartz and Tischler were mcnitoriag the
accounts. Monthly investment meetings were being held with reports on
outstanding fnrlt*f*m generated by Sciwartz and Tiachler. Howerver,
notwithstanding the iiojertaking by Baiter to watch the performance of the
accounts and the other factors «*»!*"< «•««•* above, no one from PaineWebber
called TVrtlrln, either with repeat to his own account or in his capacity as
rtiirlTmn of TNGS, to *M«MIM the risk in both accounts generated by activity
in UAL. There is no way of koonlng what action, if any, BftllrlTi and TECS
would have taken, bad there been either written or oral minimi cations ***ich
fully rUBOloaed the high risk of naked options poerlHtrw, the potential for
enormous loooeo, and possible *M*HM*MJI margin calls (requiring 'racy short
lead times to rwrvfru^ large ^ftm-ir^m of cash ^fr*^ the accounts).
Nevertheless, BedaeMefcfcer did nothing either to discourage the high volune
and IT^**** of teades in UAL or to check with. Belkin to be ?•"***•*" that his
objectives: ware in agreement with the very high degree of risk that had
arisen in "^rfri aa*v*ffaTnt. ^BphiffTjft w^l nr\\f-rfqiTi*f?ry OIPJTHilT&*"\*^* rules 9oA
PaineWebber <TH^TT«I policies, taken together with, the assurances of Baiter
that he would watch the accounts aTV^ rnlrtflfrliinr'n capability to keep txack
of <"T«rM»>pjM**Mt iji t*iMfc accounts, 4TnH«jfcft a doty to review ep«>r«^ *< ̂ ^l?y with.

and TUGS thair desire to T"*1-!™* with ^Aat had become extronaly large

m early October, 1389, a BaineWdtfcer interoal activity review directed
that a letter be sent to Belkin and/or INGS. Ho such letter was sent. CD.
October 13, IS89, the Dow Jones mdustrial index of the Mew York Stock



Page 7
91-00770.Sward

Exchange fell *n»™ i™*-^iy 190 points, largely based on news that the UAL
takeover deal might not go through, and trading was suspended in UAL shares
until Mcoday, October 16, 1989 at 11:00 a.m. When trading reocmnenced, UAL
had dropped fron its high of 279 3/4 to 230. Oa Monday, October 16, 1989,
the URL stock closed at 222 7/8* Qa. that Mcoday, Belkin, alerted to the
sharp tenl ITW, called a meeting of his corporate team to nrfiflirfrr possible
courses of action open to TOGS and the Belkin personal account, TfriT.t*r
passed alcog PaineWetober ' s advice that the HAL deal still had a good chance
of going through, but that it might take acne «"<«"> to finalize. There was no
express conversation between Baiter and BeDdn about the possibility of
ttaiv-tTi and TOGS r*r*****j out H^-r accounts on the outstanding UAL put
options, which would have capped the losses in both accounts at about $6.7
million. However, PaineWefcber's top management, because of the drop in the
price of the T2AL stock, finally paid express attention to the accounts and
exercised a margin call, requiring Belkin and TOGS to cone up with
capital in the nulti -million dollar range for the accounts. Bftllrln and TOGS
made the flprigim to >***-«- the margin calls, and they ^ere met on late
TUesday, Octctoer 17, 1989. Although the losses could have been capped on
October 16, 1989, by closing out the DAL puts for a $6.7 million loss, the
realistic exposure for loss in both accounts at the time of the market crash
was actually about $23,000,000, represented by the 1779 outstanding UAL puts
in both accounts times roughly 130 (the difference between the average strike
price of 260 and estimated worse case market for UAL, tiiich prior to the
announced takeover deal had traded around 130) . Qa Tuesday, October 17,
1989, tnii hit a high of 212, but closed at 190. Belkin continued to solicit
PaineNefcber's advice through Baiter, but had basically taken over managansnt
of the accounts and the {terigim^™^ ™g" process. Ob Wednesday, October 18,
1989, UAL reacted a high of 200, but closed at 191 3/4. PalneWebber closed
the account for any new positions but allowed a roll -forward strategy as
proposed by Tiachler, and, after fUmrnggifrij implemented, which involved
replacing seme of the short OAL put positions expiring in October and
NbvoBber with q-tm-n^y positions expiring in February of 1990. In addition,
Belkin and ***« advisors, •< *•*••• *VH«IJ Mr. Tfalrllriln, discussed participation in
the UAL <tel, on toe asswption that the purchase of 177,900 shares, if all
puts were fnwnrci s*d, would be a substantial onuoji position to bacon*
involved in tbe takeover. Qa Wednesday, October 18, 1989 and Thursday,
October 15f 1589 the price remained in the low ISO's and Belkin, in urtrHHnn
to seeking the advice of PaiaaWefcber and Ms am corporate team, sought other
outside advice* An additional margin ^ii was bcoored on Bursday, October
19, 1989. RaineMefaber ccnMinurt to advise that there was a good chance that
the deal would go through, but the mil Street Journal and other outside
sources consulted by P^IIHTI and iJ^tSSSf^lSSS doubts about the
viability of the deal at any price. Cb Friday, October 20, 1989, TOL reached
a low of 165 and BeUdn decided that he and TOSS could not take further risk
of price fWo*i*»»- Tne nryy^7nfrg wore basically clooofl out and ***> TOGS lost
$9*8 «HTHf»i from trading in URL stock rfrt*r"g and $1.4 "rfTn*** from
in flngriom Mi-m^g stock and options. Belkin lost $5.1 million from
trading in HAL stocks and rfHfm and $550,000 from •"••̂ •''"g in American
Airlines optima. BeUdn and TOGS ~*"»~"̂ ** thin arbitration proceeding in
1990. During the arbitration pirrw^llmj. daiaants attainted to prove that



Page 8
91-00770J&ward

Bellrin and INGS were not suitable for the options trading program, that
PBdneWebber failed to supervise the accounts and that the losses incurred
were due to the negligence of Baiter and PaineWebbex. Ine Respondents sought
to prove, in effect, that Claimants ware highly sophisticated Investors, that
they had Interposed Tlschler, an investment professional, as t-Jwtr duly
authorized agent, and that PaineWetiber acted as nothing more than an order
taker and, accordingly, owad no duty to determine suitability and only a very
limited duty of supervision over the accounts. Knch of the parties submitted
pare- hearing and post-hearing briefs a*v* fW*mi«nfraTy evidence ̂ ĤTKJ *"*"* 18
days of arbitration, hearings.

The arbitrators ™-»™»v* all of the parties and thHr respective counsel
for their thorough and excellent presentations 'in a very complex and
difficult case*

The parties have agreed that the Award in this matter may be executed in
counterpart copies. Ibe parties have also agreed to receive conformed copies
of the Jtoard while the originals remain on file with the NASD.

During the course of the hearings. Respondents made a Motion for Sunxary
Judgment, with attached exhibits, as wall as an oral Nation for Directed
Verdict, in opposition to which Claimants submitted a brief. After argument
and deliberation, the Arbitrators denied both motions.

oaaoosicts AMD RKTIONME
1. BeDcin was a sophisticated investor with an edncarlrnnl bacfcgroundr

personal assets, ***** *"<r*Tiaipg mil **i [fty** r|nnpfn̂ 1r?1'7> with an options
program.

2* INGS, with, an InvootinmL division and significant corporate staff, also
had finances compatible with an options writing

3. Clalmnnts were thus, in fact and for all intents and purposes, suitable
Investors for the risky options trading program originally proposed by
Claimants1 agent, Tischler, talcing into account all of the
circuBstances, T̂lft̂ v̂̂ Tlg Claimants ' investment objective of an
aggressive strategy to earn higher returns of income en liquid assets.

4. Claimants understood, or fry* sufficient *̂*«r»i>Mf«i and ability to
understand, the nature and risk of the options trading pmgram, as wall
as margin arrangements and requirements.

5. The options «""*'*' ™j progiaui was not •** «*•****** by PalneWebber or
Baiter* PaineWebber's basic undertaking was to execute orders for the
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third party agents authorized to act for Claimants were Claimants1

employees, selected by Claimants. They were not rmniumcffrl by
PaineWetber or Baiter* However, Belkin did seek advice from Baiter
regarding the program proposed by his and TUBE'S agent TiBchler, and

PalneWebber, Baiter nor Belkin looked into Tischler 's background
or experience. Nevertheless, Tischler was the duly authorized agent of
BellrlTi to trade in options for Belkin's account and was a corporate
employee duly authorized to snake investment denial cnn for the TOGS
account. Tischler failed to follow guidelines be and Belkin bad agreed
\jpcn for keeping the accounts hedged and. diversified. Tischler, as an
agent of a»iirf« and INGS, inadvisedly, negligently, and recklessly
concentrated both accounts in naked UAL puts.

Baiter, not individually but as an agent of PaineWebfoer, based on
conversations with PelH*", undertook a duty to nrn**T generally t*1*

of both accounts. Baiter and B»11rln were neighbors, had
past social and business involvement *"* Belkin bad asked Baiter to
talk with Tischler about the piuyxaui. Although Baiter explained
that he did not have much prior options experience. Baiter's undertaking
to monitor ***** appc*|m*'*a was not unreasonably relied upon by Belkinp in
light of Baiter's employment as a senior broker of PaineWebber, a full
service firm. In that context f ***•*« undertaking established a

Qf trust ***** nrf)f -f̂ caTr̂ a between the Claimants and Baiter/
beyond ***** imimi brr?lr ̂ r * ™ i •frgyMrr* r̂ in̂ n̂ atrip. Baiter, in undertaking
***** trust or fiduciary duty, as an employee of PaineWebber, had
authority to do so, and, as a result, thin duty was a duty to Claimants
by PaineWettoer, as well as by Baiter.

8. Rftlkin and TNSS, individually and through agents, made the final
decision to institute ***» rptHr»»p ^nv>jijimr and the agents of Belkln and
INGS sade the decisions to change the options writing yiuyraui with a
put writing concentration vbich exposed the Claimants to significant
looses. Therefore, Belkin and INGS share a major responsibility for the
loooeo suffered by them. Nevertheless, Paixŵ febber breached the duty
•Jut* i-njai.1 above by its failure to supervise properly both accounts when
tha "̂'"jiflin ̂ hrnijrl in *m'hm «•««»«" of '1989, **IĴ H Vn-«m̂ 'h also
bo tba- loflooo suffered by TUGS and Relkln. ttls is so even though the
failure to supervise ™4gh» not normally rruftifcute an independent cause
of action. Ttoe sî ervision spelled out in self-regulatory organization
rules, "•"|""'j" rules, and PalneMdbber internal policies for cptlcos
accounts IMS exactly tdaat Belkln and T3X3S has reason to expect would be
mmriised for both accounts. Bad that sî ervision been exercised in the
sunoer of 1589, it is reasonable to expect that there would have been
direct contact with Belkin, iadivldually and as chief executive of TUGS,
by EfeineNebber to deteonine t̂ Mrf-iMM* Claimants1 respective investment
objectives had changed, and +****•***"• they amoved of the course of
trading and *** nmnf**£Yp*;i pr̂  Mh^r^h K»rf accumulated in *'>M>̂ •r* accounts.
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PTOPIB* of th* nH T-rmmfat-anrog of Hre case and t"*1* ucxtpoctate team which
bad respCDslbility for the financial affairs of INGS, the duty owed by
Baiter atxl PaioeWefcber to B̂ IHT̂  as an individual, was a higher duty
than that owed to TNSS, the corporation. However, a duty was owed,

cJTr>|iT]ns*"-|*nf ĝ r to both

10. Although the duty described above was breached by PaioeWetfoer and by
Baiter as an employee of PaineWefcfoer, Baiter at all Hums acted in good
faith, and while certain failures to act on his part contributed to the
breach of duty, tv*n conduct ^«j not qrmtitiiftft Tn1 m~r\_ii nnml. nMrn or
fraud. T*«» account supervision duty in this case vans not met at Mghenr
management levels within PaineWebber, i.e., Registered Options
Principals, compliance, credit and office management.

11. In light of the relationship of trust set forth above, the normal
reliance which a broker-dealer may have on the authority of a
customer's designated agent is not fully applicable in this case.

12. Tischler, by his actions, bears a significant responsibility for the
losses in both accounts, and that responsibility has been taken into
account by ̂ ^ arbitrators in nnnnnnlTyf damages in *•>><« case.

13. Belkin, en behalf of himself and INGS, at some point on Monday, October
16, 1989, during or after the close of the market, either was fully
apprised of the potential lonnnn in both accounts and/or had sufficient

and resources to know the size of those potential locoes, as
well as the actual losses which bad already occurred in the accounts*
Although .FfrHrhi sought Baiter and PaineWefcber's advice, Pel VI n and his

ite invesbneat team took over management and decision-making for
both accounts, relieved Tischler and Schwartz of tttfrlr decision-making
authority, and made all of the final *>*»< •••*»*• on activity in the
accounts from October 16, 1589 forward. Although PaineNettoer could
perhaps have elaborated in more detail on the risks and courses of
action available to *aHHn and TOGS from October 16, 1539 forward,

basic 4nfrynwiMfw^ *nH resources TVf> *̂H to mane
decisions, and, in fact, undertook to make those H*y*ip'*rir"a
trying to turn the accounts into discretionary accounts to be mrmngprl by

14. The Arbitrators have taken into account all of the evidence,
submissions, **** arguments of all of tba parties in Timfc">T ĵ ̂ ^̂  deddion
and award.

After f*w*-iAt*r*r̂  the pleadings, the testimony anl tbg evidence prooented at
the hrwrlTrg. the uodersigned aibitrator >«« <jp?JAaH in full and
resolution of the ̂ flĝ gg sutmitted for deteaanination as follows:
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1. Respondent, PaineWebber, Inc., is hereby liable to Trans National
Group Services, Inc., in the amount of OK ^rri.rm nwrxaa JK> 3BQ uonr
($1,000,000.00);

2* Respondent, PaineMefcber, Inc., is further liable to Trans National
Group Services, Inc. for interest at a rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum
from the date of this Jtaard to the date of payment)

3. Respondent, PaineMebber, Inc., is hereby liable to Steven BftDMn, in
the amount of OB MTTJ.TTW mrxos JH> SBD CBHT ($1,000,000.00);

4. Respondent, PaineWebber, QIC., is further liable to Steven BeUdn
for interest at a rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum from the date of
this award to the date of payment;

5. All f!i«Htiia against Respondent, Bruce Baiter, are dianissed;

6. All claims for punitive damages are denied;

7. All claims for attorneys1 fees are denied;

8. All claims for costs are denied.

Pursuant to Section 43 (c) of the Code of Arbitration. Procedure, the following
Forum Fees are assessed.

1. Claimants are aaooonod a non-refundable filing fee of $300*00;

2. Forum fees in the amount of $51,300.00 for six pro-hearing
conferences at $300.00 per session ($300.00 x 6 - $1,800.00) and thirty-three
hearing mwilnnff ab $1,500.00 per session ($1,500.00 x 33 - $49,500*00) are
aooooocd and shall be borne by the parties as outlined below;

a. dnlmnf, TOES, is aooeoocd $12,825.00 in forum fees;

b. Claimant, n^nn**, la assessed $12,825.00 in forum fees;

c. Respondent, PaineWebber, is aooooood $25,650.00 in forum fees.

3. m»4m»n«-« flfy^fa* $1,800*00 and shall receive a credit for that
amount;

4. Ttie hearings in ***** matter were initially scheduled to nrrnnpnm on
October 17, 1991 and the parties requested that they be postponed. The panel
granted the request and nnnfvmfrl a fee of $1,500.00 which was to be borne
equally by the parties. The parties, again, requested that the bearings

to ™-"~*™> on January 7, 1992 be postponed. Hie panel granted
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npnrvl request and assessed amf*1*"* $1*500.00 which v«s to be bornft
equally by the parties, dadnants paid only $750.00 and tê T* balance of
$750.00. Respondents did not pay <->**•*y portion of the fees, $1,500.00.
Therefore, the parties shall remit the outstanding postponement fees in
addition to *•**> forum fees nnnrogod «r«i outlined in the paragraphs above to
the NASD.

Fees are payable to the National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.

ARBITRATICK PANEL

David Plinpton, Esq. - Oiairperson/Public
S. Lawrence Qwin, Jr., Esq. - Public
Janes E. Box - Industry

Concurring Arbitrator's Signature

* — *<̂ > ~V̂ *vv̂  l̂ >i/-v̂ r* -
S. Lawrence Qwin,Jt.,' Esq.1

Date of Declaicn: June 30, 1992
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this fflprmri request and assessed atv̂ >*»r $1,500.00 which was to be borne
equally by the parties. Claimants paid only $750.00 and has a balance of
$750*00. Respondents did not pay Hy^r portico, of toe fees, $1,500.00*
Therefore, the parties shall remit the outstanding postponement fees in
addition to the forum fees assessed and outlined in the paragraphs above to
the NASD.

Fees are payable to the National Association of Securities Dealers, Inc.

PANEL

David Plimpton, Esq. - Chairperson/Public
S. lawrence Gwin, Jr., Esq. - Public
James E. Fox - Industry

Concurring Arbitrator's Signature

Date of Decision: June 30, 1992
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second request **™* assessed *rv»Mwr $1,500.00 which was to be borne
equally by the parties. Claimants paid coly $750.00 and has a balance of
$750.00. Respondents did cot pay their portion of the fees, $1,500.00*
Therefore, the parties shall remit the outstanding postponement fees In
addition to *"**«» forum fees assessed and outlined in the paragraphs above to
the NASD.

Fees are payable to the National Association of Securities Dealers, IDC.

ABBTTSATICN PANEL

David Plinpton, Esq.
S. Lawrence Gwin, Jr., Esq.
James E. Fox

Oiairperson/Public
Public
Industry

Concurring Arbitrator's Signature

David P

Date of Decisions June 30, 1992


