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PftClFiC EXCHANGE. INC. 
115 Sansoma Street RECEIVED 
San Franc!S=a. Caiifbnis 341G4 

_ - p : _ ' - . - • . 

In The Matter Of The A-WratlonBahween: " " " • 

PCX.iRS:TP,£.T'0\ 
VENKATRAMANI. PQX Case No. C3-S003 

Ciarmant. DECfS'ON 

SALOMON SMITH BARNIgY et a i . 
Respondents. 

The undersignad Atbttrelora. having read, tieanj. and oortstdererS the Cress-Claim subnitted by 
Cross-Claimant. Ihe Anawar cf Cross-Claim Respondent, (tw Counter Cross-Ciaini by Cross-
Claim .Respondent, and the Answer of the Co'jnter Crcss-Clai.-nam by Crsss-Ctatrr^it. hereby 
rendfif (ha following Oasition pursuar:! lo Rules 12.2 ana 12.23{a} of ihs Sufes of t^e 8oa-d of 
Govemsrs of the Pacrfic cxcha.'^e: 

REPR6SEHTATTOWOF PARTIES 
or Cross-Claimant a.>id Counter-Crais-Claini Respondsnt (Ragahaven Sa!hlana!har) 

Ragatwren Sathianathan 
or Cross-Claim Respondent and Counfer-Cress-CMman! (Salonon Smith B3r'>ey) 

Samm! A. Keeaa! Jr. 
Michele Fron 
Sean Muntz 

SUMKAftY OF FACTS 
The U!>d9r!ying case (VENKATRAMANI. Claimani v. SALOMON SMITH BARNEY e* el.. 
Respondents. PCX Case No. 02-S003) was settled as betmreeo BD Reapandenls and Ihe 
Claimant. However, Respondent Regahavan Sathlenathan made a cross daim against 
Rsapondenb Salomon SmHh Barney and Steve ToriOB. Mr. Tontao was subaequentfy dropped 
from the case by •graement of the parties. The response of Safomon SmKh Barney included 
an answer end a counter cross-dalm. The facts of the underlying case was thai Mr. 
Venfcalrarrwnl suffered financial foes resulting from evants caused fay ensrs In tiandling ths 
account by the nemtd Raspondent». Salomon Smith Barney paid $5,000,000 to Mr. 
Venkainmanl in aanianfisnl of all dabns. Ttw tacts iaadjt«g to the cross-dalm and counler-
cross-da>m inuolved mie-postina erf assats to one rf the VenksAramanl accounts, trades made 
by Ragaheven SaiNenalhan in the Venkatramanl aoeounts. • declston by RagahAva.r: 
Sathianathan to delay hedging the Venkalnrnani aomint n w o l n caRs resuRing from a shottfali 
of fUnds after the mi»>poaling of asests wac correctod by S i l onnn Snnlth Barney end delay of 
the tranafar of the Vankskramani account to Morgsn Stanley after Ragahavan Salhianalhsn had 
trencfoniad to Morgan Stanley. When the VenkBtFamani oomplaint came In. Satomon Sntfth 
Barney lasued e L̂ -S quoting the asBusatory language of the corrvlainl tetter When b e suit 
was fried, a Morgan Stanley attorney was Mr. Sathianaihan'a attorney as woU as aHomey for 
Morgan Stanley. Then Salomon Smith Barney and Morgan Stanley partnered to hire an 
attorney. Brian Amery, to rapresenl Mr. Sothianathan ^AdRcally. Mr. Saihianalhan rafuaad lo 
cooperate with Salornon Smith Bemey. end wrote lo the dalmant to try to gat Nm and Morgan 
Sfanl9youloffhesuft. Further he did not accept the answer being drafted by Mr Amery and 
subnttied addWons ttwt were in opposition to t h * position taken tv Satomon Smith Barnsy. Mr 
Amery withdrew aa Mr. Salhienalhan'a otlemey claiming conflid of iMarest because he often 
'apresents Salomon Smith Barney Later, for r^aons not part of this case Morgan Stanley fired 
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Mr. Sathianethan. Mr. Sethiar\athan. due (o lack of flnanctal rssojfcas or bacMng. was forced 
to a d Pio Se. 

ISSUES RAISED BY CROSS-CLAIM 
Quoting summaiy of dainns submillAd by Mr. Salhianathan, Cross- Ciaima'tt. dstsd 3.'i/£i4. 

•RE: SUMMARY OF MY CLAIMS AGAffSlST SMITH BARMEY 
;Ragaftav3n SathlanaiFtan, 6 Meadow Lane, Btoomfield, NJ 07C33) 

My r:iain dsems against Smith Barney are as follows: 

I. Dunng my emptoyrmnt aft Smilh Barney. 
A Computer error in my c&enTs account 
3. Baseless stock research made by a da facto chssrisader (I e. Smith Bsmsy Resecrc.'̂ . 

Department analyst 3. Alexander Henderson} whcss emails f ran that tirne pensd wers 
lost by Smith Bamey. 

C. The Smith Barney conflict between pubriciy promoting Juniper stock as e B'JY vvhiie 
inlamaily, Smith Barney was SKpeciinG ths price of Juniper stock to crash. 

D. Providing wrong InrormetbP that prevented the sale of the clienl's stock at the seme 'j-ns 
thMt I !i8d sold or hsdgad the concentrated eouity p o ^ o r a or my at^er dienls. 

v.. After I had lefl Smith Bamey for Morgan Stanley. Smith Barney neglected (hs dients 
account which was one of the largest acoour\ts in the Snfth Samey tJttie Falls B<vish 
Office. 

I'l. After I hed entered into a cofsttact wfth Smith Bamey in which i had paid Smith Bamey 
S8 1,000 (which Morgan Stanley had paid on my behalf es pari of my recruftmeni 
contract for leaving Smith Barney for Morgan Sianiey) for the lifting of the restrsinfng 
order on me so thst 1 soufd move my dienl i over to Morgan Stanley, Smith Bamvy: 

A. Continued to neglect the cfienf's asoount while preventing me t̂ofnx giving the disnt 
eftoctive financial advice by refusing to talk to me even though the cRent had organized 
the confarence call and the dienl had axpBcltly told Smith Bvney thrt i was his financial 
advisor (the client had also already eubmittad account transfer peperwork to Smith 
Barney for the purpoie of trensferrfng his Smith Barney aeeount over to Morgan 
Stanley). 

3. Dalibevately obstructed the transfer of ths oHenTs eccoun* (my lafoecl account) over to 
Morgan Stanley (it had taken 100 days fbr the acasunt to transfer instead erf the 10 days 
mandated by WSU Street account transfer rules). During this Smith Bamey-obalnicted 
delay, the dlanfs account lesl about 90% orthe value that it was A H c R I had left Snr^ 
Barney for Morgan Stanley. 

C. Crested and cov*red-up • S50.DDO trade error In the dieni's Smith Barney aecoir*. 
After thai Smtth Bsfney trede emor, my rebbonship wWi the client was DIBNW the sams 
and (he clleni acted wiWulty against mte at Smith Bamay. 

IV. After having, in effect, caused tlia cualomsr compWnt agnrtst me (after alt, even If my 
edvioe lo the client was stupid wHh 2W2D MndslghL Oie ollant was willing to follow from 
Smith Barnsy ovar to Morgan Stanley and ftli indisputable that t^e client's Smith Bamey 
account had been dsrnagad AFTER 1 had left Smith Bartiey ibr Morgsn Stanley): 

A. The Smith Bamey Legal Departmart Irtarfered ^tUt. my amptoymant at Morgan Stanley. 
B. The Smith Bamey Legal Depeitmerrt hlerfersd with my reprnKntation by the Morgan 

Stanley Law Division which was Jointly reprasenflag and Morgan Stanley 
taaoeusa there waa no confilsl batwaan my poeldon and Morgan Stanley's position 
towards the customer oorrfilaint (in facL 1 eMHinuecl to support Morgan Stanley dsfense 
agHRSl the customer eomplalni even aTlor Morgan Stanley had Tired rre o*̂  a pretext). 
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C The Smnth Barney Legal Depa^tmsnt eansplrsd to deprive and Def.'aud ma o j i of 
sffiedfve, Indepe.ndent legal "apresenfotlon tor the customer cornplalnt 

D. The Smith Banwy Lagai Dsporimant retdioloniy and maitdously defamad me by fdina 
my Li-S with th« NASD wttt\ language thai waa pubiishad with reddess dismgerd For the 
truth or falsify of the allag«Sons. 

E. Aler having triggered a NASD invastigailofl egalnst me as a result cf Iheir malidous 'J-5 
ffling about me. the Smith Barney Lege! Department conti.iued to deny any Smith 
Bamey HaMity to the d te r l even though the Smith Barnsy Legal Depanmant knew tnat A 
was Uksly that the NASD would issue a NASD Complstrt against me. 

F. The Smilh Barney Legal Department Interfered with my legal representation by Bmssisr, 
Amery & Roes. 

G. The SmKh Barney Legal Departmar*. conspired lo oppress my righLs as E.T indepsrtdanl 
paly to the customer arbilratlon by denying me ihs ability to have myseir .amoved ss s 
named party to the pending arbitratlQR. 

H. The Smith Barney Legal Departmenf s convpiring behind my bad; w-ih n*y purpan^iy 
independsnt outside legal counsel who had been rscommeTided by Morgan Stanley 
forced my then employer Morgan Stanley Ic fire me at the arst pratext as p3.i of Morgan 
Sianlay's attempt to mitigate Morgan Stantey's liability (otvards me 

t The Smith Gamsy Legal Depwtmeni comnrtfcted Perjury end Obstruction sf Justice iP t^e 
arbitraiion as pan of the Smith Bamey Legal Department's attempt to cove--up its 
unlawfitf adivrtiea in raaponae to a customer complarnt 

J. After the cufofT for discovery and after holdng MsdiaUon with the cusiomsr. the Srrritn 
Bamey Legal Department knowingly and wifTUly submitied fraudulent documents For the 
purpose of depriving and defrauding me out of my dB(enses against the NASD 
invesUgaUon against me which had been triggered and gisded by the Smith Barney 
Legal Department. 

K Ths Smith Bamey Legal Department, after having conspired lo deny nns the ability to 
remove myself from the erbttration. t lwn entered into a settlarrwil agreement with the 
customer complaint in which the customer wo-jld dismiss his claims agsthst me without 
prajudice stter sixteen months of arbitrstton in a wholesale violation of the Pasifrc 
Exchange arbilraltor njfas which mandate a hearing and/or dismissal of claims by 
erbitrahirB. 

In ahort, in response to my refusi i lo hdp the Snvlh Barney Legal DepaitiTksnl defend in Bad 
Pailh against a customer oompMnt, the Smith Bamey Legal Department raiailalorily vldaled 
end destroyed my rights, my career and my life. 

Moreover, as a reauH or the acHona of the Smith Bamey Legal Oopartmenl (acting through the 
auspleas of the CeptivB " R e Q i M a i / ' Organlzrtion, the NASD, ae part of the Smith Barney 
Lagal Deponment's efTorts lo discredit nta as a whlstleblowar), I have been defamed on the 
Inlamat and my defamalioft la on public view for alt regulators. Invaators, sll potential emptoyers. 
Dosaes and caworftera. a i those who know me and an those who have known me. 

A-oong other spunoas o f damage as a rasult of the Smith Ba-Tiey Lagal Department's 
punttlvsly tortious actiorw against ma. t have loat inooma, my fUtune aaming capacity is 
parmanantiy impairad, I have sufferad a Loss of Raputatlon and I suffer ttie permartam 
toss of happiness of not being able ta woric in ttie prufossion of my choice 
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ISSUES m iSSD BY CQUNTg(^^H»fly^-9^s>ip 

Mr. Salhianaihan *'as »ubstar«ii8Hy luHy respopslbie for damages lo Mr. VaniutrarRBni and 
tnerefcre liable for substartW raLmbursemeni to Satomon Smith Bamey for the amount of ihe 
aettfansnf with Mr. Venkatramani. Mr. Salhianathan's ciaim was frfvolous and hs shojid be 
sancfaonacf 

RgLIErREQ'J^STgP 

Cny^s-Clalmant A Counlar- Cmas-Clalmant Rasnondent 
SIO.OOC.ODO in payment for tortuous acts resuillno in lost income, permanently impaired future 
eafTvng capaaty. loss of reputyjon. oermanent loss o' happiness, afl^ not being able to work in 
Ihe profession of choice. 

Crosa-Ctalmant RssBOndant 9k C9umsr- Cfoss-plahn^pt 
$4,000 300 in reimbursement of the SB.OOO.OOO settlsmsrt with Mr. VenKetramanI, plus =osls 
and sanctions for fiSng a frivolous action. 

FWDtHQS AHO D E C I ^ H 

A rlf^PifJSS O F P A C T 

.After considerfng the argument and evidence of both the Cross-Clafmart and Cross-
dalmsnt-Raspondent in this matter, ths undersigned Arbftrators make the follcw.ng 
ftndinga: 
1. Salomon Smilh Barney and Mr Sethianathan share r5spcn3ib!i;ty far Mr. 

venfcairBmani*s damages 
2. Satomon Smith Bamay paid SS.OCO.OCa to Mr. Venkctramani in aetUemant of his 

daims. 

After Gonsiderfng tha aryumsnt and e^dence of both the Ciaim«it and Respondent in 
this matter, the undersigned Arbitrator makes the f ind determination and deaston of the 
IBS j e s praaented, as set forth below: 
1. Croasrciaifnant has not mel tha burden of proof to show Illegal actMty, or vvtlfui or 

nesflgam dlsragard of Crosattoimanrs rights. 
2 CrosaCWmant-Raspondent has not met the burden of proof to show that the Cross-

Claimant's claims ware f r t ^ous . nor that the fault In causing damagei to Mr. 
Venkatramsni ties subatentlaRy wHh M^ Salhianathan. 

C. Awmo: 
Specify damagsa or other retlef awarded: 

1. Monatanr dapMoas: Mr. SalhianaChan shall pay lo Satomon Smith Barney ths 
amount of Tan Thousartd doUara (SIO.OOO) aa contribution for the Venkatrsmanl 
setUamanL 

2 ^q^ i^^damaaaa: None 
3- C o m fSoeslfrt Wote: Some tonjm coets are also refaranead belowt 

Paitfea shal bear tfiair own costs. Allfbrumfaesraiallngfothacras»<laimshaPbe 
shared aqualty 

4. Attomavfaas: None 
5. Other None 
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PTH^oeTEaMiN^.Tic3NS fo tose chacfc year or 'no- for each ttam) 
!. Respondan'. shall talmfauifa Claimsr\rs non-refundable fllii^g ^ e : _ YES JC NO 
2. Respondent shall ralmbursa CIsirruinrs hesring session deposit. _ YES X N O 
3. Parties Shan bear their o»in costs of artft-alton: j c YES . NO 
3. Should this rrwftar be reftarrad lo any regulatory oiganizetlon 

(SRO or SEC) fOrdisdpIhary Investigation of rule vig'afions 
orvioiationoffaderalsecjribeslaws'? ^ Y E S X N O 
[If YES. please provide seoarate sorresp^ndence regarding ths s p e ^ reaeons for 
yoor referral) _ , / / ' ' / 

Ha^ve Elto! C^-nn. Chtfr Date 

jiprt-Mymiy-^ /' Oata 

J M Bsaot: Date 
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2. Rssjondert E^a!! .-ftpb;;r3e Clai^nanishsarlTg sess-ri capca.-'.; ^ * t 3 J£.^C 
3. Psrtjai sh«n bear tf\str own costs ĉ  Brbirst''0n JC *'ES „ NO 
3 Shculs :nl5 frstzar be -afarred to ar*y regulate-̂ - s^antiaion 

iSRu or SSC) f:H disc'pHnary Invest^aiion of rjle .idsticns 
y woiaiion offsdsral securftiM law? __ "ES ^ N O 
:!' YS5 piaese p'ovrde separate cerrespondense -ejafd-ng trs sfacinc reasons ^o-
yci:r rsferrai.J 

- a r j i 3iK C-frin Chair 3ats 
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