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PACIFIC EXCHANGE. INC.
115 Sansoms Stroet RECEIVEL:
San Francisma, Califomis 54104

SBL =t e
In The Matter Of The A-bitrstion Bstween: = A
PCX ARBITA AT,

VENKATRAMAN! PCX Case No. £2-3003
Ciaimant. DECISION
v
SALOMON SMITH BARNEY et al
Rezpongemts.

ha undersigned Arbiirsiors, having read. heard. and considered the Cress-Claim submittes by
Cross-C!a-manl the Anawer o' Cross-Claim Respondant, the Counter Crous-Ciaim by Croas-
Claim Respondent, and the Answer of the Counter Crose-Claimnant by Srass-Claimant, hereby
rendar tha foliowing Decision pursuart 1o Rules 12.2 and 12.2¥e) of tha Rulas of the Boad of
Govemerts of tha Pacdfic Sxchange:

REPRESENTATION OF PARTIES
Of Crogs-Claimant and Counter-Cross-Claim Respondent {Ragshaven Sathianathar)
Ragehaven Salhienathan
Of Crose-Claim Resnondent and Countar-Croas-Claiman! {Saiormon Smith Saray)
Samua! A Kenze! Jr.
Michsle Fron
Sean Muniz

ﬂ[_ﬂ_l_%!,gﬁ FACTS

The underlying case (VENKATRAMANI, Claimant v. SALOMON SMITH BARNEY of gl
Respondenrts, PCX Casé No. 02-5003) was setiad as bstween all Respondents and the
Ciaimant. Howsver, Respondant Ragahavan Sathiensthan made a cross claim against
Respondenis Salomon Smith Hamey and Stave Torico. Mr. Tomco wes subsequently dropped
from tha case by sgreement of the parties. The response of Salomon Smith Barey included
an gnswer and & courrsr cross-claim, The facla of the underying case was that Mr.
Veankatrameni suifered financial loss resulling from events ceused by erore In handling the
account by the named Raspondents. Sslomon Smith Bamey paid $5,000,000 to Mr.
Venkatramani in settemant of sl claims. The facts leading to tha croas-claim and countes-
cross-ciaim involved mis-posting of assats 10 one of the Venhatramani accounta, irades made
by Ragshavsn Sathisnathan in the Venkatramen! azcounts, s dacision by Ragshevar
Sathianathan (o deluy hadging the Venkatramani account, margin calls resulting from a shorifall
of funds efter the mis-pasiing of aseets was corrected by Saloman Smith Bamey and delay of
the tranater of the Venkairamani account to Morgan Staniey after Ragshavan Sathianalhan had
transtarred 10 Morgan Staney. Whan the Venkairamani complaint cams In, Salomon Smith
Barney iasued a U-§ quoting the ascusalory language of the complaint letter. When the suil
was flad, a Morgan Stanisy atiomey was Mr. Ssthiansthan's altorney as well @3 attomay for
WMorgan Stanley. Then Salomon Smith Barney and Mompan Stanisy paitnered to hire an
sllomey, Brian Amery, o represani Mr. Sathianathen spacifically. Mr. Sathianathan rafused lo
tooperate with Sslomon Smith Barney. and wrols 1o the clalmant fo try to get him and Morgan
Stanisy out of the suit. Further he tid nat accepl the answer being drafted by Mr Amery and
submitted addidans that were in opposition to the position takan by Selomon Smith Barnsy. Mr
Amery withdrew aa Wr. Sathisnathan's sfiomey claiming confiicl of imerey, because hs often
mpragemy Salomon Smith Bamey Later, for ressons nol part of this case Morgan Stanley fired
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Mr. Sathianathan. Mr. Sathisnathan, dus fo Jack of financial rancurcas or backing, was "arced
{2 ect Pro Se.

DEYC I

Quoting summary of claims submitied by Mr, Saittanathan, Gross- Ciaimane. datag 21,02,

RE: SUMMARY OF MY CLAIMS AGAINST SMITH BARNEY
{Ragahavan Sathlanathan, § Meadow Lane, Bloomfield, M. 07623}

My main dgme against Smith Bamay are as follows:

L.
A
3.

0

Daunpg my employment at Srith Bamey,

Comatler error in my chent's account.

Bassless siock research made by a da facto chesrisader (i 2. Smith Bamey Ressarch
Department analyst B. Alexandsr Handerson) whosa emails from thal tima periag wers
lost by Smith Barnay.

The Smith Samay conffict batwean publicy promoting Junipar stock as & BUY whils
intsrnally, Smith Bamey was axpecting the prics of Juniper slock 12 crash.

Praviding wrong Information that pravaniad the sale of tha clieni's stock ut the sama =ma
that { hed soid or hadga? (he comantraled sauity positiors of my other clienis,

After | had leX Smith Bamney for Margan Stanley. Smith Satney negisciad ths client s
account which was one of the largest accounts in tha Smith Harney Little Falis Brench
Offica,

After | hed entsred inlo a contract with Smith Bamsy in which i had paid Smith Barmney
$8 1,000 {which Morgan Stanley had paid an my behalf as parl of my recruitmen!
contract for lsaving Smith Barney for Morgan Sianigy) for the (ifting of the restraining
order on me 52 that 1 sould mave my dients over 1o Moergen Stantey, Smith Samey:

. Continued to nagiec! tha ciient's ascount whila prevanting me from giving the clisnt

sflective financial advica by refusing 1o talk to ma even though the cllent had arganized
{he confarente cafl and the client had axplicity iold Smith Barnay Uhat | was his financal
advisor (the client had atso ajresdy submitiad account transter peparwork to Smith
Barney for tha purposs of transferming his Smith Barney actount over lo Morgan

Stanlay).

. Dafiberstely obstructed {ha transfar of the disnt's sccount (my largest accaunt) over o

Morgan Stanley (it had taken 400 days for the account 1o transfer instead of the 10 deys
mandaled by Wall Street account transfer nules). During this Smith Bamey-obstrucied
deiay, the cient's account losi about 50% of tha value thel it waz AFTER | had left Smith

Bamay for Morgan Stanley.

. Cresied and coversd-up @ $50.0D0 trte error in the dient's Smith Sarmay acsout,

ARer at Smith Bamey irade armor, my felabonship with the client was never the sama
and the client acted wilifully sgainst me at Smith Bamsy.

After hawing. in offect, causad the cusiomer compiaint apainst ma (after all, even if my
advice (o the chent was stupid with 20720 hindsight, the cliant was wiling 1o follow from
Smith Bamey over to Morgan Slaniay and & iz indisputabls that tha clisnf's Smith Barney
acoaunt had baen damagad AFTER | had left Smith Bachey for Morgan Stanley):

. The Smith Barnay Legal Depariment inlarfared with my smpioyrsant st Morpen Slaniey.
. Tha Smith Barney Lega! Departnent imerferad with my rapreseniation by the Morgan

Staniey Law Division which was [ointly repressntimg and Morgan Stanley
tecauss thars was no confiizd butween my pogition and Morgen Starley's positicn
towarda the custorner complaint (in facl. | sontinued %o ruppot Morgan Staniey deferse
ageinst the customer complaint aven atter Morgsn Stanlgy had fired me o~ & pretext).
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C The Smith Barney Legal Departmant congplist to deprive snd Dafrau ma sul of
tifective, independent iagal ~eprasentation for the customer complaint

D. The Smith Barmey Legai Dapariment retalislonly and malidously defamad me by fiing

my U-5 with the NASD with language thet was publishad wilh reckiass dizregard for the

irth or falsity of the allagations.

ANsr having itiggered a NASD investigation agsinst me as & result of their malkicious U-5

Aing abcut me, the Smith Barney Legal Deparimant continued ‘o deny ary Smith

Bamey liabifity {0 the chext even though the Smith Samay Legel Deparimant knaw taat it

was lkely that the NASD waldd issue 3 NASD Compiairnt against ma.

F. The Smith Barney Lagal Departmant inferfersd with my legal represetation by Bressiar,
Amary & Poss.

G. The Smith Barney Legal Deparimer! conspired o oppress my righis as = indepandant
pa‘y to the customner arhitration by danying me ths abllity to have myself :amoved =8 &
ramed Jarly 1o the pending arbitratior:.

H. The Smith Bamay Legal Department's conpiting behind my back with mry purpattadly
indapandent outsids legal counsel who had been recommended by Morgan Staniey
forced my then employsr Morgan Stanley o lire me at the first bratest as patt of Morgan
Swanlay's attampt to mifigate Morgan Staniay's fiabifity lowards me

{ The Smith Bamay Lagal Depatmant committed Perury and Qbstructian of Justica in the
arbliration as part of the Smith Bamney Lagal Deparimant's sitempt 19 cover-up s
unlawiu? activitias in responss 16 3 customer complaint.

J. After the cutolf for discovery and after holdng Madialion witht tha cusiomar. tha Smith
Barney Lagal Deparimant knowingly and willfully submitted frausdulent documents For the
purposs of depriving and defrauding me aut of my defenses against tha NASD
investipation against ma which had been triggered and guided by the Smith Bamay
Legal Departrnent.

K Th= Smith Bsmey Legal Dapartmant, aiter having conspired io deny ms the abilily to
ramave myself from the arbltration. then sntered inlo a settiamend agresmant with the
customar complaint in which tho cusiomer would disrmiss his claims sgainat ms wtho!
prajucice alter sixtean monthe of arbitration in a wholasale vioiation of the Pacific
Exchange arbilralion rulas which mandats a hearing and/or dismissal of ciaims by

arbilrstocs.

In shon, in responsa to my refusal 1o hefp the Smith Bacnay Legal Departman defantd in Bad
Faith against a cuslomer complaint, the Smith Bamey Legal Department retaliatorily viclaled
and destroyad my righta, my caresr and my [ife.

Moreover, 8s & result of the actions of the Smith Bamay Legal Dapariment (acting through the
auspices of the Ceptive “Reguiatory” Organization, the NASD, e part of the Smith Barney
Legal Departmant's efforts to discradit me as a whintieblower), | have been defamed on the
inernet and my defamation s on public view for all regulstors, investore, all potential smployers.
tosses and cyworkers, sl thoss who know me and all those who have known me.

Among other spurcas of damage as a result of tha Smith Bamey Legal Department's
punitively fortious sctions against ms, [ have last income, my future saming capacity is
psrmanently impawed, 1 have sufferad a Loss of Raputation and | sufier the parmanant
loss of happiaess of not being able i work in the profassion of my choica
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ISSUES RAIBED BY COUNTER-CROSE-CLAIN

Mr, Sathianathan was substantislly fully resporsible for damages 1o Mr. Vankatramani and
Inerafore liabla for substantial reimbursement to Salomon Smith Bamey for the amount of tha
mtam::; with Mr. Venkatremsni. Mr. Ssihignathan's cialm was Fivolous end he shouid be
sanctio

Cross-C r= nt
$19,500,000 in payment for 1ortuous acls resulting in jost income. parmanentiy impaired future
eaming capacty, ioss of raputation, parmenent loss of happness. angd nol being able to work in

the profession of cholcs.

an 0 - fak
$4,000 700 in reimbursemsant of the §5,000.900 settlamert with Mr. Venkgtraman!, plus ~osis
and sanctons for filing & Fivolaus actien.

A CISION

A Einpitiss OF FACT:
ARer considering lhe argument and evideancs of both tha Cross-Cisimant and Cross-
Clalmant-Respondant in this mattar. the undarsigned Arbitrators make the follow.ng

findinga:
1. Selomon Smith Berney and Mr Ssthianathan shara respensibility for M.

Vankalmarmani's damages
2 Salomon Smith Bamay paid $5.000,000 ta Mr. Venketramam in aettiemant of s

slams.

1S HOK:
ARer considering tha argumeant and svidance of both the Claimant and R2spondent in
this metter, the undersigned Arbitraior rakes the finel determination and decision of the
ssugs presantad, es set farth below:
1. Cress-claimant has not med the burden of proof o show lepal activity, or willhul or
negligent disragard of Cross-claimant's rights.
2 CrossClemant-Respondent has nol met the burdan of proof to show that tha Cross-
Claimant's claims weare frivolous, nor that the fsult in causing damages io Mr.
Venkatramani lies substentially with Mr. Salhignathan.

[ AWARD: oh

Spacly damegas or other relief awarded:
1. : Mr. Sathianathan shall psy 1o Salomon Emith Bamey tha
amount of Ten Thousend doliars ($10,000) as contdbution for the Venksiramant

sattiarmenl,
2 Puolive damages: None
3. Copta (Speciy) (Note: Some forum costs are aiso raferanced below):
Parties shal bear their own costs. Al forum fees raisting to the cross-claim shadl be

shared agualy
Qther: Nans'

None

Lt
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(3] RTHER OETERMINATIONS (pledsa chack "yas® or "no™ for sach item)
L. Reeponden! shall reimbucsa Claimants non-refundable dling fas:  __ YES _X NO
. Respondent shall relmburas Claimant's hearing session deposit. __ YES NO
3. Parues shall bear their own costs of arbli-glion: XYES _NO
2. Shou'd thie mafter be referred {2 any regquisiory organgzefion
ISRO or SEC) for discipiinary Investigaron of ruls viglaions

o vioiation of federal securibes lawa? _YES _XND
[ YES, pisase provide separate tomespondence ragarding the specific reasons for
yout referral) P
o o AL .
ﬁ.&?ﬁ'ﬁ Iy £ én.‘ 2o,
Harve %H Cdrin, Chair Date
kv . .
K B \ ’ £
et Mty — { Dats
Jo& Bzrzok Date
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z Resoondent shell rabiurse Claimam's hewrhg seseoncapod. _ YES XANC
3. Parizg shall bear thefr own cosls o erbirstion A YES __NC
3 Should this matar be ~elerred (9 any regudetay organizaton
(SRE ar SEL) fr disclplinary Invessigation of ryle dolations
¥ vivighon of fsd2ral securities [aws? - "ES _XNO
‘WYES pisase provide stparate cormespondense “egand.ng the 3;8ciis reasohs -
your referrgi.)

=gry2 Slior Larin Chair
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