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Atk

Ry, FfeeRibe ¢ aHq e I (T TR ¢ (AbFifne Aptaen) [fgwre, sssv @3 section 2(«w)
TSNS ARG T FAfRIGT aFfh TS TR’ (STe82[ TMHH FIFR A0 SE@RS);

XY, FAHCE WIHRFEHT T2 @30/ QTN ATANZ[E/2003-3030/50¢¢/9TT-09/0y Y S TIHTR,
2003 32, GF VYW FHHT wEq 2ot WiEa Feae;

@Ry, FE Securities and Exchange Ordinance, 1969 (XVII of 1969) @3 2y 4R™ w&i HA!
FACAGFA DT . crieas T o0 Ifam S o 7 @R B/MTS3Em/2005-0903/58b
TR @A 0), 005 T IFB VG FG 07 0 | Sv@ FWHI SWE ARSI T W& [
CEERIGH @‘C‘Z‘W C2:

“Considering observation and major events of correspondences among Keya Cosmetics Limited -
Issuer Company, Hemas Manufacturing (Pvt.) Limited - Foreign investor and Lanka Bangla
Finance Limited - mediator, regarding joint venture agreement with Hemas Manufacturing (Pvt.)
Limited, it is observed that Hemas Manufacturing (Pvt.) Limited was interested to acquire 50%
shares of Keya Cosmetics Limited from sponsors as equity participation. In this purpose, each party
should keep the information of all correspondences strictly confidential and should not disclose to
any other person nor use for any purpose. But information of all correspondences regarding joint
venture agreement was available in the market in the form of rumor. In order to take advantage,
Keya Cosmetics Limited, Lanka Bangla Finance Limited and related persons informally disclosed
information of all correspondence regarding the joint venture agreement in the market. Also
mentionable that Keya Cosmetics Limited and Lanka Bangla Finance Limited are directly related
to or associated with the capital market. As a result, they could took the advantage of spreading
rumors in the market to make a joint venture agreement with Hemas Manufacturing (Pvt.) Limited,
who will acquire significant number of shares of Keya Cosmetics Limited from the market instead
of sponsors as equity participation. Thus, investors were misguided and did not understand the real
situation relating to Sri Lanka Company’s investment with Keya Cosmetics Limited. Hence, it is
concluded that the rumors had been spread by the concerned persons of Keya Cosmetics Limited
and Lanka Bangla Finance Limited with a view to influence price of the shares of Keya Cosmetics
Limited and to take advantage from it.”;

wegg, Hemas Manufacturing (Pvt.) Limited @2 3Titat w31 a1 Ffiee «3 5fe smoaimes sipifes
A @ SR AT weq WS A ST FCo (A FACLHA BB *ACE Wi 0,00 B
TAF Sb.00 BIFE I 21 |

wRy, Pieekiba TiiFe T Ry e Ider veq I TS JIFH 93 JIZA AARBETT=R
S A e, @32 @R ARy TWE wdo 3 wiffwim W
@I/ qTCFRICTB/9¢8/2005/50q =REFNCE Securities and Exchange Ordinance, 1969 @3 section 22
@3 TEF Qb TR wd0 3 T TE Lo IR g 92 wFAIcs SoifFe Tre I9 2;
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WRY, TRE T& eAte eofFs @ A@d TUW (A@d oiffd B SRS 0d0 2R)
SR L FRHNE RS FEF (@,

LankaBangla has a wing named Corporate Finance Department under its Credit & Investment
Division. The Corporate Finance Department offers services like syndication of lease/loan,
arranging equity finance, merger & acquisitions, corporate advisory services, etc.

Sampath Bank Limited of Sri Lanka is a shareholder of LankaBangla which refers clients from
Sri Lanka and under their reference they handled around 4/5 clients through their Corporate
Finance Department. Hemas Holdings PLC was also referred by Sampath Bank Limited for
expansion of FMCG business in Bangladesh by Hemas.

Hemas is a leading FMCG manufacturing and marketing company in Sri Lanka and they were
interested to develop facilities/business in Bangladesh and sought advisory services from
LankaBangla.

In usual course of business, they entered into MOU with Hemas to provide corporate
advisory services against a fee.

They worked as mandated representative of Hemas, not for Keya.

During the process of their involvement, no formal arrangement was made between
Keya and Hemas and hence it does not fall under the purview of price sensitive
information as material information to be communicated to SEC or Stock Exchanges
and again if any information to be treated as price sensitive information, it is to be
communicated by Keya not by LankaBangla as per regulation of price sensitive
information; Accordingly they did not release any public information to SEC or Stock
Exchanges. They kept the matter as strongly confidential even as there was no material
or formal arrangement with two parties;

It would be evident from the correspondences that during the process neither
LankaBangla nor Hemas deviated from the understandings/arrangements made in the
process in any form to any extent, but it is Keya who deviated from the
understandings/arrangements and delayed and deferred the matter raising issues one
after another;

Due to price increase of Keya, in line with normal procedure their merchant banking
division, de-listed the share in April 2008 (although MBD was not involved and aware
of the issue) which represent their strong concern over price hike of shares of Keya and
their positive role to check any unusual price hike at their end. Moreover, in their own
portfolio, there was a sizable investment in shares of various listed companies but they
never held any shares of Keya in their own portfolio.

Aci coOiq "oe'-
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o Even they didn’t let to know their subsidiary brokerage house Lankabangla Securities
Limited any information regarding the process and accordingly, in their usual business
course, when offer for sale trading came to it from sponsors of Keya, executed such sale
order in their usual course of action. In fact the day to day management of their
brokerage house is maintained by its management independent from management of
Lankabangla Finance and they only sit in the board of their brokerage house to
participate in only policy issues; In fact even if the deal would have come successful,
the trade should go to their brokerage house and in that case also they would have the
benefit, so any concern over having the benefit through their brokerage company due to
sale of shares by Keya is irrelevant. Furthermore, the involvement proposed to be made
by Hemas was US$ 10 — 12 million. As agreed in the MoU if they receive a fee of 1.5%
the receivable amount of LankaBangla Finance would be much higher than the
commission that was received by LankaBangla Securities Limited. In the usual process
if the deal would be materialized LankaBangla Securities would have higher
Commission as well;

e In fact in no way they are the beneficiary in any form as the deal has come to a
deadlock because of unexpected and undue deviation of Keya from understandings
made from time to time in the process and Keya is the ultimate beneficiary as they
offloaded their holdings amidst unusual price hikes of their shares.

e In the process not only Lankabangla was deprived of the fee income due to non
materialization of the deal, but also the Country was deprived of prospective direct
foreign investment of US$ 10 — 12 million;

In view of above, they mentioned that if any information goes in public in any form resulting in price
hike of shares of Keya that was not from their end in any way which they hope would be clear from
their above explanations as well as from the papers/ documents/correspondences.

R, T TAGH NG G TR WN I (9b-.00 B! LATH db.00 B &g Fea (J piea faafs
QT S[FICH RO FRCR IR ARG U2 &7 IR TG T2y Fibe wive ©i2 Sitnd 11 SR=a
s arecaey fafvs =afw;

RS, ARG T2 FANGT (WMET AeFR), T iFeiibe swe =gy, [y [am 932 Tzw wdiw

WRY, TG (@IACS SRR NESHE (R 0wy 68 deariet Fizam Fhbe, mes Gl
e s @b 7 @3/ 9TSaTeizfE/005-5030/S 0k e /2 FT-00/0d TR 53
G574, 20053 B¢l IR IR 0 [FEdAiv o g 2@z 1 Hfereas s w2 Sqaea AR ;

WY, T @riAce RiNassiom 1 w6 7R Jfexreias Sqae ¢ e TF F9 SR S Sy
e FE4;
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Ry, Hieskbe e Sk w2y ¢ TR 9w aitge [iY-Rye AR aweie FRwe Fee
(TS IJFR) @3 Tewel et Securities and Exchange Ordinance, 1969 @3 Section 22 @3 Si&=
RII{CIRIAS EEICHIGEN

@Ry, I f[Keavar, Fietfbe Wiy ¢ [iv-Raw sl Safe gder o, et @,
RS €3 TAIE FFRIG ey FINET (D FIFR) (& TN T4 TS @ D |

T3, (RY, IF, SaEfe IRe aa [vai9$s, Securities and Exchange Ordinance, 1969
(Ordinance No. XVII of 1969) «s Section 22 [@ The Securities and Exchange (Amendment)
Act, 2000 ==t eefEs] @ @we FASRCE:

APRIE FETH FNEC (AMED FRFE) FEF I (DR T-qA2H/@TormaT=zZfE/ 200-
50%0/50¢¢/2*MF-00/0d T S CTHFA,R00 3 T FAR ARG FIENH FANGE (AHT FIFR)F
Securities and Exchange Ordinance, 1969 @ Section 22 GeIE o (s%6M) & Bl Qi 4%
T, O WS¢ (ATR) e W HieeRite ¢ aIne IR 91 SIFe TP AT QIFs/c7l-
TG VLI FIEMIH T FACS A |

PrfeeRite 8 qHEE IR @

gt IRqDj nK fLw Kui
tPquig'b

IRISERE
FIRIE TR FRGT (IES AIFR), AFA BISTR (ETTSHA-35),20, FE Areregd @fSfe, A,
TIFI-909©
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