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N.A.5.D. AWARD

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECURJITIES DEALERS

In the Mamar of the Atbitration Between
Nemes of Claimanis

Anastasios and Elent Letsos
' 95-01632

N ond;

Jordan Belfort
Kenneth Greene
Dianiel Porush

Peter Tsadilis

Stratton Qakmont, Inc.

Ere
3"

For Claimants: Chrissopher Lovell, Esq., Geoffrey M. Homn, Esq. and Peggy Wedgwarth, Esq. of the
law firm of Lovell & Stewart, LLP, New York, New York.

For Respondent Jordan Belfort {"Belfort™): Franklin D, Ormston, Esq. of the law firm nf Ommsten &
Evangetist, Jericho, New York.

Far Respondent Kenneth Greene ("Greene™): Marvin G. Picholz, Esq. of the law firm of Heffman,
Pollack & Picholz, LLP, New York, New York,

For Respondent Danie] Porush ("Porush"): Mark E. Gelfand, Esg., Great Neck, New York.
Respondent Pster Tsadilis ("Tsadilis") appeared pro e,
For Respondent Stratton Oakmont, Ing, ("Stratton”): Patrick G. Hayes of Strarton,
CASE INFORMATION
Statement of Clair filed: April 3, 1995,
Claimants® Submission Agreement signed on: March 23, 1995.

Answer and Motian to Dismiss the Statement of Claim filed by Respondents Belfort and erne on; May
24, 1995,

Respondent Belfort’s Submission Agreement signed on: April 18, 1995.
Respondent Greene's Submission Agreement signed on: April 24, 1995,
Answer and Moticn to Dismiss the Statement of Claim filed by Respondent Porush on: May 23, 1993,
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Elespnndem Porugh's Submission Agreement signed on: April 12, 1995,
Respondent Tsadilis' Submission Agreement signed on: April 11, 1993.
Respondent Stramon's Submussion Agreement signed on: April 11, 1995,

Respondent Stratton and Tsadilis did not submit Statements of Answer.

HEARING INFORMATION

One pre-hearing conference was conducted with an arbitrator on April 17, 1996 and two pre-hearing
conferences were conductad with the arbitration panel on September 18, 1997 and February 4, 1998,
In addition, three hearing sessions were conducred In this matter on February 5 and 6, 1998 in Atlants,

Georgia, :
CASE SUMMARY

Clairants alleged that in or about January or February 1994, Claimants, owners and operators of a Greek
restaurant in Atlanta, Georgia, received & "cold call" from Peter Tsadilis, a Stratton Qakmont, Inc.
registered representative. Claimants alleged that Mr, Tsadilis convinced them to open an account with
Strarton, and the first trade In the account occurred on March 1, 1994, Claimants fyrther alleged within
the next threo months, they deposited in excess of $217,000,00 with Straton. Claimants asserted that
by November of 1994 their account was valued at approximaicly $12,000.00 and in May of 1995
Claimants filed a Statement of Claim against Stratton, Tsadilis, Belfors, Gresne and Porush. The
Statement of Claim alleged that Stratton, through its broker, Respondent Tsadilis, churned Claimants’
account and made unsuitable rrades for Claimants’ aceount, Claimants, in addition w claims for common
law fraud and RICO violatians, alleged that Respondents Belfort, Greene and Porush were jointly and
severally liable for these violations as control percons of Tsadils and Stratton pursuant to gection 20 (8)
of the Secyrities Exchange Act.

Respondent Greene maintained that at all times Claimants dealt golely with Respandent Tsadilis, by
telephone, and in the Greek language. Respondent Greepe further maintained that he disaffiliated from
Stratton in 1992 relinguishing his stock in its holding company and all operational control and was barred
from the securities industry on consent, without admitting or denying any allegations and without a trial,
on February 4, 1994, Respondent Greens further contended that as 2 mawer of fact as well as law, he
was not responsible for any acts of Stratton or its brokers from that time and since he had no direct
supervisory responsibility for Respondent Tsadilis, he cannos be responsible for a failure to supervise
under section 15(b), or as a "cantrol person” under section 20 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934.

Respondents Belfori and Porysh denied the allegaiions contained in the Statement of Ciaim. Respondernis
Belfort and Porush further maintained that Claimants at all relevant times had, or should have had, full
knowledge of all material facts concerning their sesurities aceount; Claimants authorized and ratified all
transactions in their account; Respondents Belfort and Porush, in discharging their duties to Claimants,
if any, acted In good faith; and, the Claimants are not entitled to punitive damages. -

RELIEF BEQUESTED

At the hearing Claimants requested damages in the sum of $124,00.00, punitive damages in the sum of
$600,000.00 plus posts, including attorneys® feas,

- Respondents Greene, Belfort and Porush requested a dismissal of all ¢laims against them and an award
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of coslts,

The parties preseﬁt at the hearing agreed that the Award in this matter may be e'mutgd in connterpart
copies or that a handwritten, signed Award' may be entered. In either case, the paruies present at the
hearing agreed o receive conformed copies of the Award while the original(s) remair on file with NASD

Regulation, Inc.

In May of 1996 NASD Regulation, Inc. was informed that the parties Teached a tentative agreement (0
sextls the dispute. Thereafier, NASD Regulation, Inc. was informed that this agreement was Dever
concluded and that Claimants wished to continue the arbitration,

Due  the bankruptey filing of Respondents Stration and Tsadilis, all proceedings against these parties
were stayed. Therefore, the arbitration panel made no determination regarding these Respondents.

Subsequent to the commencement of the evidentiary hearing, the arbitration pane! was informed that the
Claimants had entered into sertlement agreements with Respondeats Belfort and Greene.

Respondent Porush and his attorney, Mark E. Gelfand, did not attend the cvidentiary hearing ip this
matter. NASD Regulation, Inc. staff contacted Mr. Gelfand on the dats of the evidentiary hearing to
confirm that be and his client, Mr. Porush, were aware of the hearing daoes and had determined not o
attend the evideatiary hearing. Mr. Gelfimd confirmed said information and further informed the staff
that he was still representing Respondent Porush, Thereafter, the arbitration panel determined ta procead
with the hearing despite Mr. Porush’ absence. .

AWARD
After considering the pleadings, the testimony and the evidence presented at the hearing and post h;aring
submissions (if any), the undersigned arbitrators have decided in full and final resolution of the issues
submitted for detarmination as follows:

Respondent Porush is liable and shall pay to the Clatmants the sum of $87,000.00, inclusive of pre-
judgment intarest.

Claimants® requests for costs and punitive damages are denied.

FORUM HEES
Pursuant to Ruls 10332 of the Code of Arbitration Procedute, forum fees in the sum of §5,300.00 (one
pre-hearing conference-one arbitrator $300.00 plus two pre-hearing conferences-panel $2,00.00 plus
three gessions x $1,000.00) are assessed as follows:

Claimant is assessed the sum of $1,325.00 less the $1,000.00 on deposit in partial satisfaction thersof
leaving a batance due in the sum of $325.00.

Respondent Porush ig aszessed the sum of $1,325.00.
Respondent Belfort is assessed the sum of $1,325.00.

Respondent Greene is assessed the sum of $1,325.00.
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i“F-eae*.s ars payable to National Association of Securities Dealers Regulation, Inc.

Concurting Atbitrators’ Signanires

Name Public/Industry
15/
Pubiic
Richard Allan Kaye, Esq.
154
Public
Stwart Meyers, Psq,
184
Industry

Terry R. Weiss, Esq,

Data of Decision: March 11, 1998

—PrelD



