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I.

Respondent violated Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by (i) failing to establish and
maintain an adequate supervisory system and supervisory procedures, and (ii)
failing to supervise to ensure that markups charged to customers in connection with
collateralized mortgage obligation bond transactions were fair and reasonable, in
compliance with Conduct Rule 2440. Respondent is barred fmm associating with
any FINRA member firm in any capacity.

Appearances

Richard S. Schultz, Senior Regional Counsel, Chicago, IL, for the Department of
Enforcement.

No appearance by or on behalf of Respondent George E. Reilly.
DECISION
Introduction

The Department of Enforcement filed the attached Complaint in this disciplinary

proceeding on May 1, 2009, against Respondents Chicago Investment Group, LLC (*CIG”) and

George E. Reilly (“Reilly”). The Complaint contains five Causes of Action. All five Causes of

Action allege misconduct by CIG. The second Cause of Action alleges misconduct by both CIG

and Reilly. CIG submitted an offer of settlement, which FINRA accepted on January 26, 2010,

resolving the allegations against the firm.



The Second Cause of Action alleges that Reilly violated Conduct Rules 2110 and 3610
over a period of two years, from March 2005 to March 2007, by: (i) failing to establish and
maintain an adequate supervisory system, and written supervisory procedures, at CIG; and (if}
failing to supervise adequately to ensure that markups on customer transactions in collateralized
mortgage obligation bonds (*CMO’s”) were fair and reasonable.

IL Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

A.  Reilly is Subject to FINRA’s Jursdiction

Reilly first registered with FINRA in June 1988.% In December 2000, Reilly registered
through CIG as a General Securities Representative and General Securities Principal. He
retained both registrations through the period relevant to the Complaint, until December 2007.
Since then, Reilly has not been associated with any FINRA member firm.*

Enforcement filed the Complaint on May 1, 2009, less than two years after Reilly was
last registered with a FINRA member. The Complaint alleges that Reilly’s misconduct occurred
while he was registered with FINRA through CIG. Therefore, pursuant to Article V Section 4 of
the FINRA By-Laws, FINRA retains jurisdiction over Reilly for the purposes of this disciplinary
proceeding.

B. Reilly Defaulted

Enforcement served the Complaint and Notice of Complaint on Reilly by first-class and

certified mail at his most recent address recorded in the Central Registration Depository (“CRD

' As of July 30, 2007, NASD consolidated with the member regulation and enforcement functions of NYSE
Regulation and began operating under a new corporate name, the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA).
References in this decision to FINRA include, where appropriate, NASD, Following consolidation, FINRA began
developing a new FINRA Consolidated Rulebook. The first phase of the new consolidated rules became effective
on December 15, 2008, including certain conduct rules and procedural rules. See Regulatory Notice 08-37 (Oct.
2008). This decision refers to and relies on the NASD Conduct Rules that were in effect at the time of Reilly’s
alleged misconduct. The applicable rules are available at www.finra.org/rules.

2CX-1,pp. 1,6.

¥ Decl. §5; CX-1,p. 2.



address™) on May 1, 2009. The first-class mailing was not returned. The certiﬁéd mail recciptr
was returned to Enfafcement marked, “Return to Sender, Unclaimed, Unable to Forward.™
Reilly did not file an Answer to the Complaint.’

- Consequently, Enforcement served the Complaint and Second Notice of Complaint on
~ Reilly by first-class and certified mail at his CRD address on June 1, 2009. As before, the first-
class mgjiing was not returned to Enforcement, but the certiﬁeci mai! receipt was returned
marked, “Return to Sender, Not Deliverable as Addressed, Unable to Forward.”® Once again,
Reilly did not file an Answer.’ |

On June 30, 2009, following receipt of CIG’s Answer, the Hearing Officer issued an

Order Setting Initial Pre-Hearing Conference and served it on Reilly at his CRD address, via
P;edEx and first-class mail. The Initial I;re-Hearing Cdnfcrence: took place by telephone on July |
13, 2009. Reilly failed to appear. Immediately following the Initial Pre-Hearing Conference, the
Hearing Officer issued an order directing Reilly to appear for a telephonic hearing on July 22,
2009, to show cause why he should not be held in default for his failure to file an Answer to the .
Complaint. The Order to Show Cause was served on Reilly at his VCRD address by both FedEx

and first-class mail. Reilly failed to appear at the Show Cause hearing on July 22, 2009.

* Decl. 17; CX-3. In addition, Enforcement sent the Complaint and Notice of Complaint by first-class and certified
mail to the attorney who represented Reilly during the FINRA staff investigation of the matter. The firsi-class
mailing to the attorney was not returned to Enforcement; the receipt for the certified mailing was returned to
Enforcement bearing an unrecognizable signature: Decl. 9 8; CX-4. -

* Decl. 1 15.

© Decl. Y 10; CX-6. Enforcement sent these documents to Reilly’s attorney as well. The first-class mailing of the

Complaint and Second Notice of Complaint was not returned to Enforcement; the certified mail return receipt,
however, was signed and returned, although the signature was illegible. Decl. § 11; CX-7.

" Decl. § 15.



Consequently, on July 23, 2009, the Hearing Officer issued an ordcr holding Reiily in
default for failing to file an Answer to the Complaint, and failing to appear at the hearing io _
show éalise why he should not be deemed to be in defauit.®

On March 2, 2010, Enforcement filed a Motion for Entry of Default Decision (“Default
Motion”), supported by the Declaration of Richard 8. Schultz and nine exhibits.? Reilly did not
reply to the Default Motion. Accordingly, for the reasons set forth beloﬁ, the Default Motion is
granted.'®

C. Reilly Violated Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by Failing to Superwse
and Failing to Maintain an Adequate Supervisory System

1. Reilly Supervised CMO Trading at CIG
During the relevant period, Reilly was President of CIG." In that capacity, he supervised
CIG’s trading. He was also responsibie for CIG’s written supervisory procedures and for
compliance with secuﬁties laws and FINRA rules in general. Specifically, Reilly supervised

CIG’s CMO trader and reviewed markups for all CMO trénsactions. 12

® Procedural Rule 9269(a)(1) permits the issuance of a default decision against a respondent who (i) fails to answer a
complaint in a timely fashion, (i) fails to appear at a pre-hearing conference held pursuant to Procedural Rule 9241
of which the respondent has due notice, or (iii) fails te appear at any hearing the respondent is required to attend, of
which the respondent has due notice.

? Enforcement’s exhibits will be referred to as “CX-_* with the appropriate exhibit number, References in this
Default Decision to the Declaration will be referred to as “Decl.” or “Schultz Decl.” with citation to specific
paragraphs. .

'° The factual determinations in this Default Decision are based on the allegations of the attached Complaint, which
are deemed admitted, as well as the Schultz Declaration, and the exhibits filed by Enforcement.

' Complaint { 8.

2 Decl, 97 19-20.



2. CIG Charged Exeessive Markups

From on or about January 11, 2005, to September 18, 2006, under Reilly’s supervision,
CIG éxecuted 107 CMO riskless principal transactions and charged the customers markups that
ranged frem 5.07% to 10.45%." Taking into consideration all of the circumstances, these
markups were not fair and reasonable, violated Conduct Rule 2440, and failed to comply vs_rith
the standards enumerated in IM-2440(b).!* During FINRA’s investigation, neither CIG ot
Reilly was able to produce any evidence to justify the markups.” To fhe contrary, the CMO
trader admitted in an on-the-record intefview that he sometimes set sales prices for CMQ bonds
based upon whatever a customer was willing to pay.’S In addition, in a number of trades with
excessive markups, when CIG had a customer order in hand, CIG first sold the CMO secm'ity to
17

another broker-dealer, and then repurchased it before selling it to the customet.

3 CIG’s Written Supervisory Procedures and Supervisory System
Were Inadequate

During the relevant period, CIG’s written supervisory procedures did not contain
provisions designed to provide reasonable supervisory review of markups and did not provide
guidance regarding appropﬁate'markup levels for CMO transactions. The written procedures did

not discuss the distinct nature of CMO transactions, did not identify who at CIG was responsible

- Complaint  5; Schedule A of Complaint.
" Complaint § 6.

'* Once FINRA presents evidence that markups exceed five percent over a firm’s contemporaneous cost, the burden
shifts to the firm or respondent to establish facts that justify higher markups. Steven P. Sanders, 53 S.E.C. 889, 895-
896, 1998 SEC LEXIS 2302, *12-*14 (Oct. 26, 1998). Neither CIG nor Reilly established any grounds to justify the
CMO markups of more than five percent of the contemporaneous cost of the CMO securities in the 107 transactions.
Notably, markups in CMO transactions as low as 1.42% over the prevailing market price have been found to be
unreasonable and excessive. Mark David Anderson, Exch. Act Rel. No. 48352, 2003 SEC LEXIS 1935, *20-*24
{Aug. 15, 2003).

" Decl. §17.

lTId.



for reviewing for excessive markups, and did not describe how CIG should have conducted the
markup reviews.'® The brief references in CIG’s written procedures concerning markups simply
stated that pricing should be competitive and fair and that FINRA’s “5% Guideline” applies."” -
4. Reilly Failed to Supervise Reasonably

During the relevant period, Reilly either directly supervised CIG's CMO trader or
directly supervised that trader’s immediate supervisor. Reilly made notations of his reviews of
CMO trades for markups on a daily trade blotter. Reilly did not, however, conduct the reviews
to ensure that the markups were fair, reasonable, and consistent with market prices. Reilly had
the authority to reverse or cancel any.of the CMO trades for unreasonable or excessive markups,
but did not do so despite the fact that under his supervision, markups for 107 CMO transactions
were excessive, ranging from 5.07% to 10.45%.%°

These facts, as alleged in the Complaint and supported by the Schuliz Declaration and the -
exhibits filed by Enforcement, are sufficient to substantiate, for the purposes of this Default |
Decision, that Reilly violated Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by failing to: (i) establish and
maintain a supervisory system with written supervisory procedures reasonably _designed to
prevent excessive markups in CMO transactions; and (ii) exercise his supervisory responsibilities
to ensure that CIG’s CMO trader, and other CIG representatives, complied with Conduct Rules
2110 and 2440 by charging fair and reasonable markups for CMO transactions.
III; Sanctions

For an individual’s failure to supervise, in violation of Conduct Rules 2110 and 3019, the

FINRA Sanction Guidelines recommend a fine in the range of $5,000 to $50,000, and a

® Decl., § 18.
19 Id

* Dect. 19 19-20.



suspension in all supervisory capacities for up to 30 business days. In egregious cases, the
Guidelines recommend suspending the responsible individuai in any or all capacities for up to
two years; or imposing a bar. The Guidelines suggest considering the nature, extent, size and
character of the failure to supervise.”! For maintaining deficient written supervisory ‘procodures
in violation of Conduct Rules 2110 an& 3010, the Guidelines recommend a fine of $1,000 to
$25,000, and consideration of a suspension in any or all capacities for up to one year.?
In addition, General Principle No. 2 of the General Principlgs Appiicable to All Sanction _
" Determinations states that sanctions should be more severe for someone whose record of
misconduct “evidences disregard for regulatory requirements.”> FINRA éanctioned Reilly in
June 2008 with a censure, fine, and requirement that he requaiify as a General Securities
Principle for violating Conduct Rule 2110 and 3010, by failing to establish, mamtam and enforce
adequate supervisory procedures relating to the activities of a registered representative subject to
a special supervision plam.z’1 The following year, in June 2003, FINRA suspended Reilly for two
years in all principal capacities and fined him $50,000 for failing to supervise adequately to |
prevent market manipulation, and failing to ensure compliance with the Bank Secrecy Act®
Reilly’s misconduct in this case occurred prior to the imposition of the sanctions in these
other disciplinary proceedings. Those disciplinary actions may not be cited, therefore, to justify
increased sanctions on the basis that Reilly is a recidivist. They do, however, evidence a

disregard for the fundamental requirement, imposed by Conduct Rule 2110 upon all associated

2 FINRA Sanction Guidelines, p. 108.
2 1d, p. 109,

31, p.2.

¥ Decl, 424, CX-1.

® Decl. 424,



persons, to observe “high standards of commercial honor and just and equitable principles of
trade.” Furthermore, when considered together with the misconduct described in the Complaint
in this disciplinary proceeding, the other disciplinary actions taken against Reilly establish that
he has engaged in numerous acts of misconduct over an extended period, constituting a pattern of
serious misconduct. These are aggravating factors properly considered in fashioning an
appropriate sanction,?®

To sanction Reilly, Enforcement arguaes for imposition of a'two year suspension from
association with any FINRA member firm in any principal or managerial capacity and a $50,000 |
fine.2 Conmdmng all of the relevant factors, however, it is evident that a bar is requn'ed to
address appropriately the egregiousness of Reilly’s misconduct and his disregard for the
regulatory requirements imposed by the securities laws in general, and Conduct Rules 2110 and
3010 in particular.
1IV.  Order

Respondent George E. Reilly is barred from associating with any FINRA member firm in
any capacity for violating Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by failing to establish and maintain an
adequate supervisory systerh and supervisory procedures, and by failing to supervise to ensure
that markups charged to customers in connection with CMO transactions were fair and |

reasonable.

% FINRA Sanction Guidelines, p. 6 (Principal Considerations in Determining Sanctions, Nos. 1, 8, 9).

7 Default Motion, § 26,



If this Default Decision becomes FINRA’s final disciplinary action in this proceeding,

the bar shall become effective immediately.

tthew Campbell
Hearing Officer

Copies to:

George E. Reilly (via FedEx and first-class mail)
Richard 8. Schultz, Esq. (via electronic and first-class mail)
Mark P. Dauer, Esq. (via electronic mail})

David R. Sonnenberg, Esq. (via electronic mail)



FINANCIAL INDUSTRY REGULATORY AUTHORITY (FINRA)
OFFICE OF HEARING OFFICERS

DEPARTMENT OF ENFORCEMENT, _
) Disciplinary Proceeding
Complainant No. 2007007329501
vs.
- | Hearing Officer
CHICAGO INVESTMENT GROUP, LLC
{CRD No. 11853) COMPLAINT -
and :
GEORGE REILLY
General Securities Principal
(CRD No. 1523041)
Respondents.
The Department of Enforcement alleges:
SUMMARY

1. . Chicago Investment Group, LLC @dmnbw) charged excessive markups
ranging from 5.07% to 10.45% on 107 collateralized mortgage obligation securities
(CMOs) transactions. The Member also charged excessive markups, markdowns or
commissions ranging from 5.02% to 100% on 152 equity transactions, and failed to
accurately report 36 TRACE-eligible securities transactions. In addition, the Membcrl
failed to maintain an adequate supervisory system respecting the foregoing areas of its
business, and the Member, acting through its president, George Reilly, failed to maintain
an adequate supervisory system respecting CMO markups.

RESPONDENTS
2. Onorabout April 23, 1982, the Member became registered with the
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) as a broker-dealer, and on or about July 5,

1983, it became a Member of FINRA. The Member’s membership with FINRA and



Complaint in Disciplinary

Proceeding No. 2007007329501

registration with the SEC femain currently in effect. The Member conducts a general
securities business on a fully-disclosed basis.

3. - Onorabout June 9, 1988, Reilly entered the securities industry asa
General Securities Representative of a member of FINRA. On or about August 30, 2000,
he became registered with a member of FINRA as a General Securities Pﬁnpipal. Onor
about December 5, 2000, he became registered with the Member in the same capacities.
He was registered with the Member in such capacities and other capacities until
December 17, 2007. He currently is not registered with any member of FINRA.

| FIRST CAUSE FOR COMPLAINT o
Conduct Rules 2110 and 2440 by the Member — - The Member Fzailed to Charge Its
Customers Fair and Reasonable Prices For CMO Securities Transactions.

4, Paragraph numbers 1 through 3 above are re-alleged and incorporated
herein by reference as paragraph 4.

5. Between on or about January 11, 2005 and on or about September 18,
2006, the Member charged Mmm markups, which were not fair and reasonable, in
consideration of the factors set forth in IM-2440(b). The Member executed 107 CMO
riskless principal transactions, and charged the customers markups that ranged from
5.07% to 10.45%, as shown on Schedule A, attached hereto and incorporated by
reference. Nothing in the nature of the Member’s business or the securities transactions
justified the markups, markdowns, or commissions at these levels.

6. As set forth above, the Member violated NASD Conduct Rules 2110 and

2440 by failing to charge its customers fair prices in these securities transactions.

Page 2



Complaint in Disciplinary
Proceeding No. 2007007329501

SECDND CAUSE FOR COMPLAINT
Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by the Member and Reilly - The Member and Reilly
Failed to Establish and Maintain an Adeqnate Supervisory System Related To
Markups on CMO Transactions Te Ensure Compliance With NASD Rules.
7. Paragraph numbers 1 through 6 above are re-alleged and incorporated
herein by reference as paragraph 7.
8. During all relevant time periods, Reilly was the President of the Member.
Reilly approved the markups for CMO trades during the relevant time period by
reviewing the daily trade blotter and signing it. 7
9. From at least March 2005 to March 2007, the Member, acting through
~ Reilly, failed to establish and maintain an adequate supervisory system, including written |
procedures, and otherwise failed to supervise to ensute that the Member and its registered
representatives comphied with NASD Rule 2440 and charged markups on CMO
transactions that were fair and reasonable, 7
10.  As set forth above, the Member and Reilly violated NASD Conduct Rules
2110 and 3010 by failing to establish and maintain an adequate supervisory system,
including written procedures, designed to prevent the violations as noted in paragraph 5

above,

THIRD CAUSE FOR COMPLAINT
NASD Conduct Rules 2110 and 2440 by the Member — The Member Failed to
Charge Its Customers Fair and Reasonable Prices
For Equity Securities Transactions.
11.  Paragraph numbers 1 to 10 above are re-alleged and incorporated herein

by reference as paragraph 11.

Page 3



Complaint in Disciﬁlinary
Proceeding No. 2007007329501

-12.  Between on or about March 14, 2005 and ﬁm or about March 30, 2007, the
Member charged customers markups, markdowns, or commissions, which were not fair
and reasonable, in consideration of the factoré set forth in IM-2-440(b). The Member
executed 150 equity security transactions for customers, and charged markups,
markdowns, or commissions that were not fair and reasonable, as shown on Schedule B,
attached hereto and incorporated by reference. The amount c;';f the markups, markdowns,
or commissions ranged from 5.02% to 100%. Nothing in the nature of the Member’s
business or the securities transactions justified the markups, markdowns, or commissions
at these levels.

13.  Onorabout July 20, 2005 and on or about September 28, 2005, the
Member charged customers commissions, which were not fair ami reasonable pursuant to
NASD Rule 2110, The Member executed two equity security transactions for customers _
through the Midwest Stock Exchange, and charged the customers commissions of 5.18%
and 6.45%, as shown on Schedule B, attached hereto and incorporated by reference.
Nothing in the nature of the Member’s business or the securities transactions justified
commissions at these levels.

14,  As set forth above, the Member violated NASD Conduct Rules 2110 and
2440 by failing to charge its customers fair prices for the 150 securities transactions listed
in paragraph 12 above, and violated NASD Conduct Rule 2110 by failing to charge its
customers fair prices for the two securities transactions listed in paragraph 13 above,

taking into consideration all relevant circumstances.

Page 4
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FOURTH CAUSE FOR COMPLAINT ‘
NASD Rules 2110 and 6230 by the Member — The Member Failed to Timely and
Accurately Report 36 TRACE-Eligible Securities Transactions.

15.  Paragraph numbers 1 through 14 above are re-alleged and incotporated
herein by reference as paragraph 15.

16.  From on or about November 1, 2006 to on or about January 31, 2007, the
Member effected 36 transactions of debt securities that were “’I‘RACE-eﬁgihle securities”
under NASD Rule 6210(a). The Member failed to timely and accurately report each of
the 36 transactions in contravention of NASD Rule 6230,

17.  As set forth above, the Member violated NASD Rules 2110 and 6230 by
failing to timely and accurately report TRACE-eligible securities transactions,

FIFTH CAUSE FOR COMPLAINT
Conduct Rules 2110 and 3010 by the Member — The Member Failed to Establish
and Maintain an Adequate Supervisory System Relating to Commissions, Markups
and Markdowns on Equity Transactions and TRACE Reporting To Ensure
Compliance With NASD Rules.

18.  Paragraph numbers 1 through 17 above are re-alteged and incorporated

herein by reference as paragréph 18.

| 19.  From at least in or about March 2005 to on or about November 30, 2006,
the Member failed to establish and maintain an adequate supervisory system, including’
written procedures, reasonably designed to ensure that the Member and its registered
representatives complied with NASD Rule 2440 and charged markups, markdowns and
commissions on equity transactions that were fair and reasonable.

20.  From at least in or about March 20035 to in or about March 2007, the

Member failed to establish and maintain an adequate supervisory system, including

Page 5



Complaint in Disciplinary
Proceeding No. 2007007329501
written procedures, reasbnahly designed to ensure that TRACE-eligible securities
~ transactions were being timely and accurately reported.
21.  As set forth above, the Member violated NASD Conduct Rules 2110 and
3010 by failing to establish and maintain an adequate supervisory system, including
written procedures, designed to prevent the violations as noted in paragraphs 12, 13, and
16 above.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, the Department respectfully requests that the Panel:
A order that one or more of the sanctions provided under FINRA Rulé 8310(a) be
imposed, including that ﬁe Respondent be required to disgorge fully any and all
ill-gotten gains and/or make full and complete restitution, together with interest;

and,

B. order that Respondent bear such costs of proceeding as are deemed fair and

appropriate under the circumstances in accordance with FINRA Rule 8330,

FINRA DEPARTMENT OF ENFORCEMENT

May 1, 2009 M/M

Date Richard S. Schultz, Esq. Senior Regional Counsel

Mark A. Koemer, Esq. Associate Vice-President
and Regional Chief Counsel

FINRA Department of Enforcement, District 8
55 West Monroe Street
Chicago, IL 60603-5052
(312) 899-4334; Fax. No. (312) 899-4600
Electronic mait address: rick schultz@finra.org

Page 6



Digciplinary Procesding
No. 2007007329501
CMO Transactions Effectsd by Chicago Investment Group With Markups of Over 5% Scheduia A

CS FIRST BOSTON MTG SEGS P 0.87709 068375  23,000,00000 222316.74 (.90433 10.45%  21,035.18 10,970.95
CWALT INC P 470868  4.05875 13770000 93105355 095702 5.52%  48,733.28 461727
FEDL HOME LOAN MTG CORP (] 132813 140080  20,000,000.00 281,960.00 1.00000 B.15% 1633500 2,053.75
CS FIRST BOSTON MTG SECS P 087709  0.06875 5,000,000.00  46,162.85 0.06423 10.45% 4,587.01 2,376.72
CWALT INC P 493750 520313 8.500,000.00 463,078.13  1.00000 5.48% 23,640,683 1,660.75
CWALT INC p 182813 1.93750 8.900,000.00 174,1861.25  1.00000 5.96% 8,832.81 1,615.38
CWALT INC P 4.70868  4.08875 A740,000.00 22775424 0.06703 5.52% 11,021.13 1.129.48
FEDL HOME LOAN MTG CORP P ABTH0 513220 7.500,045.00 33401731 1.00000 528%  15,280.12 1,008.76
CWALT INC P 470868  4.96875 4,125000.00 198,203.85 096703 5.52%  10,374.40 $82.93
CWALT iNC P 1.82813  1.93750 4,985000.00  96,778.13 1.00000 5.08% 5,453.28 897 54
FIRST HORIZON ALT P 2.37600 250810 8,738,000.00 153,947,186 1.0000D 5.60% 8,160.68 880.80
CWALT INC P 4.70B68  4.98875 3,081,000.00 14852075 096702 5.52% 7.773.88 736.64
CWALTING P 470868  AGEATS 2,78000000 133577.38 0.98703 5.52% 6.901.72 66244
CWALT INC P 470868 496875 2,679.000.00 128724.38 0.96703 5.52% 8,731.70 63837
CWALT INC P 470868 406875 2,080,000.00  ©6,961.80 0.98703 5.52% 5,180.91 490.87
CWALT INC P 470888 406875 2,060,000.00  DB9S1.80 09E703 5.52% 5,180.91 490.87
CWALT INC [ 1.82813  1.93750 2,700,000.00  52,312.50 1.00000 5.958% 2,953.13 485,16
FEDL NATL MTG ASSN 10 e 220313 2.M740 11,000,000.00 25491400 1.00000 519%  12,570.25 453,08
CWALT INC P 1.82813  1.63750 248500000 4834063 1.00000 5.98% 2,728.91 448,32
CWALT INC P 159376  1.B8750 2,000,00000 4976558 0.98362 5.80% 2,786.42 414.95
CWALT ING P 4.70B68  4.96875 1,648,00000  75,10544 0.95703 5.52% 4,144.73 302.70
FEDL NATL MTG ASSN 10 P 400000  4.20360 10,000,000.00  420,360.00 1.00000 500%  20.360.00 360.00
INDYMAG MBS INC / RAST p 1.50375  1.68750 2.402,000.00  40,533.75 1.00000 5.08% 2,251.88 337.78
CWALT INC P 182813 1.03780 1,405,000.00 2896563 1.00000 5.98% 1,635.16 268.63
CWALT INC [ 1.82813  1.93750 1.245,000.00  24,421.85 1.00000 5.08% 1,361.72 2n
CWALT INC P 1.82813  1.03750 1,245,000.00  24,121.88 1.00000 5.08% 1361.72 2an
CWALT INC P 182813 1.93750 1,240,000.00  24,025.00 1.00000 5.95% 1,356.25 222.81
CWALT INC P 1.50375  1.68750 1,325,000.00 2223161 005420 5.88% 1.235.09 185.26
CWALT INC P 470868  4.06875 §18000.00 2069454 0.96703 5.52% 1,554.27 14726
CWALT ING P 1.82613 193750 740,000.00  14,337.50  1.00000 5.98% 809.38 13297
CWALT INC P 182813 1.93750 660,000.00  12,787.50 1.00000 5.08% 721.88 118.59
CWALT INC _ p 470888  4.06876 49350000 2379238 098703 5.52% 1,241.18 17.59
CWALT INC P 1.52813  1.93750 676500000  11,140.83 1.00000 5.96% 628.91 103.32
FEDI. HOME LOAN MTG CORIO g 331250  3.48450 1,562,618.00  56,025.81 099152 5.20% 2,717.68 102.25
CWALT MG P 47088 4.98875 4200000  19,796.38 0.96703 5.52% 1,036.18 098.17
CWALT INC P 470868  4.06875 41200000  18,796.36 0.98703 5.52% 1,036.18 9817
CWALT INC P 1.82813  1.83750 495,000.00 656083  1.00000 5.08% 541,41 88.95
CWALT ING 1o P 5.04790 531250 54500000 27977.23 0.96629 5.24% 1,303.47 54.28
CWALT ING 4 4,70868  4.06875 25700000 1234870 056703 5.52% 845,36 61.24
CWALT ING P 470868  4.9B875 24700000 1188321 0.96863 5.52% 620.95 58.83
CWALT INC P 470888  4.96075 237.00000  11,287.71  0.06703 5.52% 586.05 56.47
CWALT INC 1] P 504790 521250 47500000  24,383.82 096629 5.24% 1,214,490 56.02
CWALT INC 10 P 504780 531290 47500060  24,383.82 0.86628 5.24% 1,214.49 56.02
CWALT INC P 470868  4.06875 211,000.00  10,138.43 098703 5.52% 530.87 50.28
CWALT ING [[n] P 504780 531250 38000000  19507.06 0.06620 5.24% aT1.50 44 82
CWALT ING P 470868  4.98875 164,500.00 7.004.13 0.96703 5.52% 413.72 28.20
CWALT ING P 470868  4.96875 154,000.00 7.360.61 0.96703 5.52% 38731 36.70



Disciplinary Proceeding
No. 2007007226601

. : _ Schedule A
CMO Transactions Effected by Chicago Investment Group With Markups of Qver 8%

512008  5/3/2006 CWALT INC - 470868 4.0687S5 15400000 = 7,20061 0.96703 5.52% 387 36.70

P
¥/8/2005  T/8/2005 RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P '1.53908  1.61718 8,900,000.00 144,066.06 1.00000 5.08% 6,850.37 34.60
1122005 11/472005 CWALT INC 10 P 504790 531250 28500000  14,850.20 (.0D6620 5.24% 728.69 33.81
/22005 111472008 CWALT INC [s] P 5.04700 531250 285,000.00 14,630.29 0.96629 5.24% 128.60 3341
11722005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC 0 P 504700 631250 285,000.00  14,630.20 (.06829 5.24% 725.69 32.61
117212005 11/4/2005 CWALT mC o P 504780 531250 28500000  14,630.20 (0.96629 5.24% 728.68 k<R |
/232005 117442005 CWALT INC 10 P 5.04790 531250 285,000.00 14,630.20 (.96620 5.24% 728,69 3361
62006  6/3/2006 . CWALT INC ’ P 4.70868  4.98875 128,000.00 615033 0.96703 5.52% 32192 30.50
SI2006  S/AM2005 CWALT INC' P 4.70868  4.96075 12300000 - 591008 D.96702 5.52% 309.35 2.1
14272005 11142006 CWALT INC 0 P 5.04790 531250 245,000.00 12,576.92 0.98629 5.24% 626.42 28.90
11722008 11/472006 CWALT INC 10 P 504790 531250 23000000  11,606.90 0.98620 5.24% £88.07 27.13
1022005  11/4/2006 CWALT INC 0 P 5.04790  5.31250 230,000.00  11,806.80 096629 5.24% 588.07 2713
SM2006  5/3/2006 CWALT INC P 4.70888  4.96875 102,000.00 450704 0.96703 5.52% 256853 2= 0 4N
62006  5/3/2008 CWALT INC e 470888  4.06875 102,000.00 4£501.0¢ 0.96700 5.52% 256.53 4.3
52008  5/3/2006 CWALT INC P 470868 406875 102,000.00 4,901.04 0.96702 5.52% 256.53 24.31
117222005  114/2005 CWALT INC 10 P 604780 531250 200,000.00  10,266.87 (0.06629 5.24% 511.06 23.59
/82005  7/8/2005 RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LMS L 1.53506 151710 5530,00000 98,0285 1.00000 5.08% 4,639.08 23.20
TBI2005  7/8/2005 RESIDENTIAL ACCROTD LNS P 1.53806 1.81718 5.938,000.00  96,020.58 1.00000 5.068% 4,639.06 23.20
11272005 11/4/2005 CWALT INC 10 , P 504780 531250 180,000.00 9,753.53 0.96620 5.24% 48580 24
T2AZ005 11742006 CWALT INC [L#} P 504790  5.31250 190,000.00 9,753.53 0.96029 5.24% 485.80 4
5M72006 5732006 CWALT INC P 470868  4.56875 92,000.00 442055 0.86703 5.52% 231.38 2102
11/2/2005 11472005 CWALT iNC 10 P 504790 531250 170,000.00 8,726.84 0.56620 5.24% 434.56 20,05
5M2008  5/3/2006 CWALT INC P 470858  4.06875 80,800.00 2.843.95 096702 5.62% 20120 19.06
14/2{2005 11472005 CWALT INC 10 P 5.04700  5.31250 160,000.00 8.213.50 0.96620 5.24% 400,09 18.87
1722008 117412005 CWALT NG 0o P 504780 531250 150,000.00 = 7,700.16 0.06620 524% - 38352 17.68
5172006  5/3/2006 CWALT INC P 4.70868  4.96875 71.500.00 3.435.53 0.96703 5.52% 176.82 17.04
11/2/2005 117472008 CWALT INC 10 P 504780 531260 140,000.00 7,18681 096620  5.24% 357.96 16.51
22005 11472005 CWAITINC ~ IO P 5.04790 631250 140,000.00 7,186.81 006820 5.24% a57.98 168.51
1H22005 11/4/2005 . CWALT ING o P. 5.04790  5.31250 140,0060.00 7.185.81 0.96624 5.24% 357 96 18.51
11/3/2005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC o P 5.04790  5.31250 140,000.00 7.186.81 0.96629 S.24% 257.96 wH
Y2005 117412005 CWALT INC 10 P 504790  5.31250 130,000.00 6,673.47 0.96620 5.24% 332.39 16.33
11/2/2005  11/472005 CWALT ING e} P 504790  5.31250 130,000.00 8,673.47 0.98629 5.24% 332.39 15.33
SMi2008 51372008 CWALT INC P 470868 498875 ©1,000.00 20007 095703 5.52% 153.42 14.54
1122005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC o) P 504790  5.31250 115,000.00 580345 0.96629 5.24% 294.02 13.56
11722005 14/4/2005 CWALT INC o P 5.04790 531250 115,000.00 500345 0.06620 5.24% 294.03 13.56
1152005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC 8] P 504790  5.31250 115,000.00 6,803.45 0.96629 5.24% 204.03 13.56
11202005 1/4/2005 CWALT INC 10 £ 5.04790 531250 110,000.00 5646.78 0.96629 5.24% 281.25 12.97
SM2006  5/3/2006 . CWALT INC P 4.70866  4.95875 51,000.00 245052 098703 §52% 428.27 1245
SA2006  SO2008 CWALT INC P 470868  4.08875 §1,000.00 245052 096702 5.52% 128.27 1215
5As2006  S/32008 CWALT INC P 470868  4.06875 51,000.00 2450.52 096703 5.52% 120.27 12,15
SM/20068  5r3/2006 CWALT INC e 4.70868  4.96875 §1,000.00 2,450.52 0.96703 5.52% 128,27 1245
1422006 117472005 CWALY INC 1o - P 504790 531250 100,000.00 5,133.44 0.96620 5.24% 25568 11.79
TARI2008  7/B2005 RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 153908  1.61719 2,968,000.00 4790813 1.00000 5.08% 231875 11.59
117212005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC 0 P 504790 531250 85,000.00 487678 0.98628 §5.24% 24200 11.20
11/2/2005 11/4/2003 CWALT INC 10 P 5.0479C 531250 985,000.00 4,878.T6 0.08629 5.24% 242,680 11.20
11/2/2005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC 10 p 504780 531250 85,000.00 435342 0.96629 6.24% 217.3% 1003
THZ005 7812008 RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTDLNS - P 1.53906 1.61719 2362,360.00  38,042.07 1.0G6000 5.08% 1,837.78 2.19
14272005  11/4/2005 CWALT INC 1o P 5.04700 531250 7600000 - 385008 0.960620 5.24% 191.78 8.85



22005
17272005
/872008

718/2005

117212006
11/212006
71812005
71812005
7132008
TiB/2006
§/18/2008

© CMO Transactions Effected by Chicago Investment Group With Markups of Qver 5%

FEDL HOME LOAN MTG CORP P 65.31000 $6,000.00 10,449.60 1.00000
CWALT INC [0} P 504780 5.31250 55,000.00 282339 096820
CWALT INC I P 504790 531250 £6,000.90 282339  0.96820
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 1.53906 1.61719 1,483,500.00 23,990.58 1.00000
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 1.52008  1.61719 1,483,500.00 23,990.98 1.00000
CWALT INC 10 P 504790  5.31250 43,000,006 2,207.38 0.96626
CWALTINC 10 P 5.04780 531250 32,000.00 1.642.70 0.9682%
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD (NS P 153806 1.61719 §90,000.00 14,382.87  1.GDGOO
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 153808 161710 $893,000.00 9,580.82 1.00000
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 1.53006 1.81718 893,000.00 ~ 9,580.02 1.00000
RESIDENTIAL ACCRDTD LNS P 1.53006 1.6171% 593,000.00 9.580.92 1.00000
FEDL HOME LOAN MTG CORP p 6216000 B5.31000 2,200.00 1436.82  1.00000

Total

5.24%

- 5.24%

5.08%

5.08% -

5.24%
5.24%
5.08%
5.00%
5.08%
5.08%
5.07%

38,702.42
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