
Inc.

In the Matter of the Ai oitration Betwcec.

Names of Claimants

Barbara J. Speenburgh, Individually au£ as
Trustee of the Barbara I. Speentegh Trust

96-00607

Names of Respondents

Great American Financial Network, inc. f'k/a:
Marina Securities, Inc.
Victor Verola

REPRESENTATION

For Claimant Barbara I Speenbiagili, IneivmMy and as Trustee of the Barbara Speenburgh
Trust ("Claimant"); Mark S. Gurdinick, 2sw.. Deerfield Beach, Florida.

For Respondent Great American riiianciil Network, Inc. f/k/a Marina Securities, Me. ("Great
American" ) : Edward E ates of Great Amencai: Financial Network, Inc. , Notcross, Georgia (see
"Other Issues").

Respondent Victor Verola ("Veroia") appearec pro, ge,

Statement of Claim filed: Jrebniary -, 1996,

Claimant's Submission Agreement ">ia;nefl: Pettuary 6, 1996.

Joint Statement or Answer filed by Respondents on: June 11, 1996.

Respondents did not. flit: with NASD MgL;iaaon, me , properly executed Submission Agreements .

INFORMATION

OnNovember25, 199^andMay 5. J.99&, i£ii 31 ditration panel conducted pre-hearing teiephomc
conferences which, lasted rwo (2) sessions.

On March 22, 1999, she evidentiary- Lic^w, wnich lasted two (2) sessions yvas conducted in
Boca Raton,
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1MMARY

Claimant alleged that ib.e wa^ placed in severd unsuitable investments oy Respondents; that
before coming in convict wits the Rss^oruienis she was an unsophisticated and inexperienced
investor; that Respondents Knew, cr tiouid have known, that she was not suited to invest her
limited funds in the highly volatile tac-orae finds known as Datronic Equipment Income Funds
("DatroniO and Diva,,! Insured income /^opcrties ("DivaH"); that Claimant attended a scries
of luncheon seminars given by xespondent's (Great American's) brokers, including owner >
Verola; that initially, Claimant met wito brota Sharon Jackson ("Jackson"); and, that following
Jackson's advice Claimant invested $2xOCO,iA) in the purchase of 50 units of Datromc and
$15,000,00 in the purchase of 15 irniu or' Divall Claimant next alleged that soon after ihe
foregoing transactions Jackson left town or undertook other business activities and Claimant was
shuffled from one broker to another; thai Marina Securities has no internal system of oversight;
that brokers continued to mis-inaaage Claimant's investments in the unsuitable Datronic and
Divall funds despite numerous requests Dy Caimant for Respondent Verola to intervene and to
assist her; mat Veroit, connnuect "co antbcnze the conduct of his brokers while refusing to
communicate with or o assist Claimant; and. cnat id late 1992, Claimant learned that the value
of her Datronic and Divall investments iiad been ruptured by the fraud of its principals; that its
directors were charged with theft ana fraud; mai in the end, Claimant recovered only $650.00
from her $25,000.00 investment ill Dfctronic, and less than $6,000.00 from her $15,000,00
investment m Divali; £.ad That while tftese mi-iortiines were unfolding, Marina Securities, Inc.
was sold to Great American which alleged! v assumed responsibility for Claimant's account.

Respondents denied rh- allegations of wront-domg contained in the Statement of Claim and
maintained that VeroJa was not ttie o:f')te of record; that he was not the supervisor of
Claimant's account; and, iiiat lie did not make say investment recommendaiions to the Clahnant.
Veroia next, alleged tha Clainxam 3 claims ^rc Darred in whole or b pan oy applicable Statutes
of Limitations according 13 Pmnda iav\ and that the claims are barred in whole or in. part by
Rule 10304 of the Code of /VrbitrariDr, Prrc^tiure ("the Code") as the purchases were made
through Marina Securities m 1989 ana 1990. Respondent Verola next alleged that the claim for
the investment made n 1991 saouiti not na ^ been included as it was made at a different
brokerage firm, Midzuncnca; fet Cm:ma_nu by her own admission, invested with prior
brokerage firms before cemsEg 10 Marirs; thai Claimant would not or could not provide the
requested tax returns curing discover/; and ciiai at the hearing Claimant's attorney alleged that
her net worth was luw^t than stated on tae c.ew account form, but by Claimant's own testimony
she admitted to receiving aancsr S400.TKKj.CO in a divorce settlement, which would have
substantially raised the net worui suioxi oc Ijcr mew account form; and, that a mature individual
with sufficient experience m lire cuouji ujia^rstand that there is some risk inherent in every
investment that is not raarantesa by :he :&ier£ government. Respondent Verola maintained that
he did not believe inai Claimant incurred any io-sses, because Claimant received distributions and
that Claimant ^oVi tr;s mve^tmenis Aor a^ undisclosed sum. Respondent Verola funhsr
contended that since Baspondent G^eai Amer.'xan was not present at the hearing and the broker
and supervisor jf the account at issac. Jacfcso.a, through whom all of the investments at issue
investments wets mad;;, 'was nci piT^eni .%t trie Hearing, and since Claimant did not respond to



Page 2
NASD Award #%-GG6')7

it was impossible for him (Verjia) co adequacy prepare for the hearing and present a defense
Verola further maintaired that fvlarina was *o^a in 1994 10 Great African, and all assets
liabilities were assumed, by Great American,

Claimant requested compensatory aamages i.a xb; amount of $100,0130.00 ^cJi^i
costs, attorneys' fees and such other relief cesined appropriate by the panel.

Respondents requests a dismissal or tiae ciaai in its entirety, reimbursement of Respondents"
costs aad expanses ki defending iicus ciaim a.nd tiiat all forum fees be assessed against the
Claims nt.

ADECnpQ

The parties present at Lne hearing agreed Km the Award in this matter may be executed in
counterpart copies or nat & handwritten, signed Award may be entered: in eitlier case, the
parties present at the iicarmg have agread to -f^ceive conformed copies of the Award while the
originals remain on file wiih NASD ke.guiaayii. Inc.

Respondent Great American did not j.tienJ me hearing. Upon review of cue file and the
representations made by the parties raxing >ie hearing, the undersigned arbitrators have
determined that Respondent Great American Jtias been properly served with the Statement of
Claim pursuant to Rule 10314 of tne Code of Arbitration Procedure ("the Code"), The
undersigned arbitrators have also uetexininst! ci^t Respondent Great American has received due
notice of the neariaig as requireu under kuie r JS IS of the Code and that arbitration of the matter
would proceed pirman': to Ruk 103x6 of tm Code.

Respondents Gieat American aM Veioia die aoc file with the NASD Regaiation, Inc. Office of
Dispute Resolution, prcwriy ex-sguiceil tiuboisnon Agreements but are both required to submit
to arbitration pursuant u Rule 10301 or tiis Code and having answered tije claim, and, in the
case of Respondent V^roia, having appeared and testified at the hearing, are bound by the

ir;n ot the arbitration panei :iii ali ^ssues submitted.

The parties did t*ot stipi; kte regsnimg to. pans.1.'*; authority to address the issue of attorneys" fees
incurred ny the parties in thii ironcratioii. Therefore, tliis panel made no determination
regarding attorney^' fet^ mcurrea as a resu/'i 01 this arbitration.
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'WARD

After considering the pleadings, toe testimony acid the evidence presented at the healing and post
hearing submissions (If any), tne unuersisoecL initiators have decided in foil and final resolution
of the issues submitted lor det&inin&doti as icliows:

1. Respondents Great Ameiican and Verc'is are found liable, jointly and severally, and shall
pay to Claimant the sum at &>0,OGO.CfC including pre-judgment interest.

2. Claimant's request for ao:̂ s ;.s ae-'esy denied,

3. Respondents' request fe remibo-serp^nt of costs and expenses is hereby denied,

Pursuant to Rute 10332(t>) of the Code, a iuiriag session is any meeting between the parties and
the arbitrators, includirg a pre-tanrng -;cciereBce with an arbitrator, which lasts four (4) hours
or

Pursuant to Rule 10322(0) tne arbi'oraiioj.1, panel has assessed forum lees in the amount of
$2,000,0*1 (two (2) prfj-hearmg wvofcrsnccs tpanel) x $500.00 + two (2) hearing sessions x
$500,00) as follows:

Respondents Great American and veroiu a:ce assessed forum fees, jointly and severally, in the
amount of 52,000,00 payable tc NASD Re.gu:adonT Inc.

Pursuant to Rule 10332 of tae Cw* Ckirciaa: has paid to NASD Regulation, Inc., the claim
filing fee of $150,00.

Pursuant to Rule 10333 of the code, ResroDdsav has paid to NASD Regulation, Inc. the member
Dl
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Fees are payable to die NASD Office of Dispute Resolutio

PANEL

Concurring Arbitrators' Signatures

Steven R, Reininger, Esq. :blic/Chairperson

Bonnie L, Roddenberr>\ Esq. Public/Panelist

Sanford M,
/ •?/ ̂ ___

Naiditc: Industry/Panelist

Date of Decision: May 3.
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Fees ire c*v»te to tie NASD ins-, Office of Diipute Resolution.
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Fees are payable to t&; NASD Relation. ';:ICM Office of Dispute Resolution.

Concurring ArbiiraiQrs'1 Sipiatu

Steven R, ReiBinger,

Bonnie L. Hoddenberrv, Esq. Public/Panelist

Sanford M, Naiditcb Industry/Panelist


