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Of

Idnd-Walctock Securities, Inc.

FOOT Claimants* Mirfiaoi j. 133 T^MTran^q appeared pro ae CD, v^haif of the

For Reepcodent Llnd Waldocte Securitiesr Inc.: Mark Boyle, Esq. and Cheryl
Fltzpatridc, Esq. of

Respcodent Andrea T.ap»a»> ^aHioH to "M"^^ at the hearing, and has f**!** to
file a Submission to Arbitration, and has also ^^TQH to file an answer to
the Statement of

Oa. April 21, 1332, a telephonic htwrlTTg1 was held, lasting one (1) seealcn, in
Qaicago, HUnois to rti nmrrn <~H^ Motion^ to Dismiss filed by

Za Jtee of 1991, cladioants M4^hy»i j; a^ T^ 1 1 o^n A. and
("daiiDants11) sidanitted *"**^g mtter to a^^^trrg^r" claimant

Statement of Halm alleged negligence, ndsrepresentaticn, suitability, breach
of verbal contract, breach of premise, and breach of good faith by the
respondents* dalinants »T 7 gg**"* <"•*»« arose r ..... options and futures **gy|prj en
QCMBC and the CBOT. The <^^«i filing named Llnd-Waldcck & Gcopany and
Andrea TaB»flso as respondents. At that tine, the NASD could not assert
jurisdiction over Lind-WaldDck & Ocopany because they ware not a !""•**"'' of
the NASD. On or about July 16, 1391, r*im4nmn+a «•!«*«* thftlr Statement of

to -innlurie Lind-Waldock Securities, Inc. alleging that all contact was



with Andrea T-affnga? acting as a representative of Idnd-Waldock Securities,
Inc..

In its Answer and Affirmative Defenses, Bespcodent Lind-Waldock Securities*
Inc. ("SaspcEdsnt") asserted that Lind-Waldock & Conpany and Lind-Waldodc
Securities, Inc. were corpletely separate ooipoiaflmB. Respondent had also
alleged that all losses sustained by the Claimants in this case were
sustained in *->^* *• futures trading accounts with Lind-Waldocfc & Ocnpany.
Respondent had requested that the arbitration be dismissed.

Cn April lf 1992, Respondent filed a renewed Motioa to Dismiss and request
for a pre-hearing* The MDtion asserted the Respondent was not a proper party
to fill a arbitration

~Oi April 8, 1992, Claimants filed an "objection to the Motion to Dismiss.
Hal rants alleged that Respondent and Und-9taldocfc & Ccnpany were connected,
and that it wns Respondent' s responsibility to monitor, supervise, and
control Hwtr representatives yminHcn and use oar misuse of Respondent's
name and facilities.

Cn April 16, 1392, Respondent filed a Section 12 Cb) Motion requesting that
t-htt Director of Arbitration H* Î *r\a jirH «n r*^^ ewer *""h^a natter. l^**>
Motion alleged that Respondent was not a peeper party to this arbitration.

Director declined to rule on *->Hq Motion, and left the Iflmin of
panel.

On April 21, 1992, a telephonic hearing was convened for the purpose of
" *" • - • - - - • • - - issue of jurisdiction of *"** NASD over Respondent. *•*—•

aitoitaators rule aa folloMs

Waldock Securities, Inc. Paqpnnrimf Andrea Talhassn failed to appear at the
Without ^«*>^**j a <!••<•• ••i*»^>*i on the merits of the case, the

Ti1 1 1 nm A.
claims ar« hwcefay dlnirinnari and denied without prejudice.

2. Bach party shall be regpcnolblo for cne-half of the hiwriTig
in, this arbitration, aa set forth more fully below.

Pursuant to Section 43 (c) of the NASD Cods of Axbitraticn Procedure, the
following forum, feea i*are



session x $500.00 = $500*00

Pursuant to Section 43 (c) of tha Code of Arbitration Procedure, the NASD
gh»n retain *->» ncorefuodable filing fee in **>y» amount of $150.00 **** aVvan
retain the tewing session deposit in the amount of $500*00 previously paid
to *"**̂  MAgn by fTi^ daimnts*

Respondent Lind-Waldock Securities, Inc. is liable for, and nhnll pay to the
daiizants the sun of $250. 00f voiich ccostitutes cue-half of *•>» K
aecBion fees incuned in **Ma arbitration.

Date:

7, 1992 /a/Michael S. Matek
S. MateJt

Public Arbitrator

MPT 6, 1992 /a/Jov B. Shulruff

industry Arbitrator

Arbitrator not POT*M ̂p̂ HTij in

May 5, 1992 /s/XLan E, Case
Alan £. case
Public Aibi


