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Observations & Findings of CSE:

Regarding deposit of money:

i. In the complaint letter the complainant Mrs. Ferdousi Rahman mentioned that she has
deposited in her six codes Tk 10,923,500. But from the documents provided by ISCL we
found that total Tk 7,167,300 were deposited in six codes of the complainant. The
complainant also provided some money receipt with the complaint letter and according to the
money receipts, we found total Tk. 7,082,500 were received by ISCL against the six codes.
So, there is a difference of money receipt Tk. 3.756.200 (10,923.500-7,167,300).We enquired
to the complainant about the difference through letter and the complainant mentioned through
her letter that sometimes she did not take money receipt after delivering money to the staff of
ISCL. So, we could not confirm about the deposit of total Tk. 10,923,500 after checking the
documents provided by the complainant and ISCL. The complainant provided us copy of two
cheques which was in the name of K.C. International and the payee of the two cheques were
the complainant. The complainant also provides us the copy of some statement of her bank
account. There she marked some figures which was withdrawn from her account through cash
cheque by named “BaborAhmed”. But these documents do not prove the deposit of the
money in trading account(s) of the complainant. The summary of money deposit as per ISCL
and as per money receipt provided by the Complainant is given below:

Summary of money deposit and withdraw as per Portfolio Statement provided by ISCL:

Client Code Total Deposit (Tk.) Total Withdraw (Tk.)
16157 | 3,151,800 1,770,500
16163 650,300 4.000
16164 e 1,910,300 1,484,000
16168 182,300 138,000
16169 | 872300 186,000
16170 ) 400,300 N 4,000 ,
Total | 7,167,300 L 3,586,500 |
Table -1
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Summary of money deposit as per money receipt provided by the Complainant:

Client Code ~ Amount (Tk.) -
16157 3,152,500
16163 651,000
16164 1,908,000
16168 97,000
16169 873,000
16170 401,000
Total 7,082,500

Table -2

The complainant provides us financial ledger of client code 16157 and 16164. Though there is
no seal and signature of ISCL official in financial ledgers, we are cross checked the deposit in
financial ledger provided by complainant with the financial ledger provided by ISCL. While
checking the financial ledgers the following mismatches were found:

Some deposit found in ledger provided by the complainant but not in ledger provided by
ISCL. The details are given below:

Client Code ~ Date Amounrti_ﬁ'k.) N 1
22.10.2014 67,000
16157  14.06.2015 100,000
05.12.2017 250000 |
- 16164 ©01.11.2015 109,000 |
Table -3 I

From the Table claims of Tk. 67,000, 100,000 & 250,000 respectively claimed by the
complainant in the client code-16157 and Tk. 1,09,000 in client code-16164 but ISCL denied
those deposits and the client could not provide us any authentic documents against those
claims.

The client submitted a money receipt no. 15774 dated September 26, 2011 of deposit of
Tk. 1,25,000 in the client code-16157 which was not reflected in the financial ledger
provided by client. By not depositing those amount ISCL violated Code of conduct no. 1 & 6
of 2" Schedule of frfeefifbe sawme sfimm (5%-femmra, Be-@eE ¢ wgiire efsfafa) fafamr,

000,

It is also found that there were deposit of Tk. 125,000 and Tk. 86,000 dated 02.10.2011 and
15.10.2012 respectively which were claimed by the client codes-16157 and 16168
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respectively and ISCL also admitted those amounts. So, the amount of Tk. 125.000 and Tk.
86.000 will be added with the claims that she deposited in ISCL, which is shown below:

Client Code Amount (Tk.)
16157 3,277,500
16163 | 651,000
16164 1,908,000
16168 183,000
16169 873,000
16170 401,000
Total 7,293,500
Table-4

Regarding client code-16164 the deposit of Tk. 109,000 in Table-3. though the figure found
in the financial ledger provided by complain but ISCL denied such deposit and again the
client could not provide us any authentic documents against this claim. Again, while checking
the financial ledger of the above client provided by the complainant, it is observed that the
client code-16157 had withdrawn an amount of Tk. 370,000 on February 18, 2018.

[ Opening balance : 7 Bal (Tk.)
alance (Tk.
before withdrawn
Client Dateof | ) | Amountof | .
& As per H As per
code | Withdrawn .P As per withdrawn _P As per ISCL
client client
ISCL Doc. Doc.
Doc. Doc.
16157 | 18.02.2018 | 373,471 | (43,435) | 370,000 | 3,471 | (4,13,435)

Portfolio
value as
on
15.02.18

From the above table it is observed that ISCL let the complainant to withdraw an amount of Tk.
370.000 while the equity of the client on that time was Tk. 296,396 and at the end of the day her total
loan amount was Tk. 413.435. It also appears from the transaction ledger and portfolio statement that
ISCL allowed excess margin loan (cash withdraw) (beyond the approved limit) facility to its client
and it is the violation of BSEC Directive No. SEC/CMRRCD/2009-193/135 dated September 30,

2012.

B. Unauthorized trade:
The complainant mentioned in her letter that she did not sell securities in her codes, she only
bought the securities. According to complainant, the branch in-charge of Manru branch of
ISCL sold the securities without her consent. But the complainant did not mention
specifically which securities were bought in her codes and which securities were sold by the
branch in charge of ISCL. We collected some buy/sale orders from ISCL. We found
signatures in written buy/sale orders. We tried to verify the signatures in buy/sale orders with
the signature in CAIF but all the signatures seem to be mismatched.
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Observations & Findings of CSE:

Regarding deposit of money:

1.

In the complaint letter the complainant Mrs. Ferdousi Rahman mentioned that she has
deposited in her six codes Tk 10.923.500. But from the documents provided by ISCL we
found that total Tk 7.167.300 were deposited in six codes of the complainant. The
complainant also provided some money receipt with the complaint letter and according to the
meney receipts: we found total Tk. 7,082,500 were received by ISCL against the six codes.
Sc. there is a difference of money receipt Tk. 3,756,200 (10.923,500-7,167,300).We enquired
to the complainant about the difference through letter and the complainant mentioned through
her letter that sometimes she did not take money receipt after delivering money to the staff of
ISCL. So. we could not confirm about the deposit of total Tk. 10,923,500 after checking the
documents provided by the complainant and ISCL. The complainant provided us copy of two
cheques which was in the name of K.C. International and the payee of the two cheques was
the complainant. The complainant also provides us the copy of some statement of her bank
account. There she marked some figures which were withdrawn from her account through
cash cheque by named “Babor Ahmed”. But these documents do not prove the deposit of the
money in trading account(s) of the complainant. The summary of money deposit as per [SCL
and as per money receipt provided by the Complainant is given below:

Summary of money deposit and withdraw as per Portfolio Statement provided by ISCL:

r(m:licnt Code |  Total beposit (Tk.) - ~ Total Wnthdra_\_v_(TkS -
L 16157 | 3,151,800 | 1770500

16163 650,300 4,000

16164 T 17 N -
_lele8 | 182300 | 138000

16169 o 872,300 - - 186,000
16170 400,300 | 4000

Total 7,167,300 3,586,500

Table -1

Summary of money deposit as per money receipt provided by the Complainant:

L Client Code " Amount (Tk.) N
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T 3,152,500
651,000

1,908,000

873,000

401,000

7,082,500

Table -2
The complainant provides us financial ledger of client code 16157 and 16164. Though there is
no seal and signature of ISCL official in financial ledgers. we are cross checked the deposit in
financial ledger provided by complainant with the financial ledger provided by ISCL. While
checking the financial ledgers the following mismatches were found:
Some deposit found in ledger provided by the complainant but not in ledger provided by
ISCL. The details are given below:

" Client Code |  Date “Amount (Tk) |
R 22102014 67000
16157 © 14.06.2015 100000 |
—sa22017 | 250000
16164 T 01112015 109,000
Table 3 n

From the Table claims of Tk. 67,000, 100,000 & 250,000 respectively claimed by the
complainant in the client code-16157 and Tk. 1,09,000 in client code-16164 but ISCL denied
those deposits and the client could not provide us any authentic documents against those
claims.

The client submitted a money receipt no. 15774 dated September 26, 2011 of deposit of
Tk. 1,25,000 in the client code-16157 which was not reflected in the financial ledger
provided by client. By not depositing those amount ISCL violated Code of conduct no. 1 & 6
DE 2 Schedule of FIFERTE cawrse T (B%-foa, Be-wem ¢ wafire afefif) ffer,

000,

It is also found that there were deposit of Tk. 125.000 and Tk. 86.000 dated 02.10.2011 and
15.10.2012 respectively which were claimed by the client codes-16157 and 16168
respectively and ISCL also admitted those amounts. So, the amount of Tk. 125.000 and Tk,
86.000 will be added with the claims that she deposited in ISCL, which is shown below:

L Client Code Amount (Tk.)
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(_':[6157'_' 1 3,277,500

16163 ) 651,000
16164 ~ 1,908,000 '
16168 | 183000
16169 873,000
\ ,

16170 k 401,000
\ Total | =
e R ————
Table-4

Regarding client code-16164 the deposit of Tk. 109,000 in Table-3. though the figure found
in the financial ledger provided by complain but ISCL denied such deposit and again the
client could not provide us any authentic documents against this claim. Again, while checking
the financial ledger of the above client provided by the complainant, it is observed that the
client code-16157 had withdrawn an amount of Tk. 370,000 on February 18,2018.

Opening balance

< Balance (Tk.)
before withdrawn .
Client  Date of Amount of Portfolio
code | Withdrawn | Asper ) ikt | SEPEE | | valueas
lient As per - As per ISCL on
clien clien p
ISCL Doc. Doc. 15.02.18
Doc. Doc.
t6157 18.02.2018 ‘ 373,471 ~ (43,435) E?O,ooo 3,471 BA385) | vogane |
- e

From the above table it is observed that ISCL let the complainant to withdraw an amount of Tk.
370,000 while the equity of the client on that time was Tk. 296.396 and at the end of the day her total
loan amount was Tk. 413,435, It also appears from the transaction ledger and portfolio statement that
ISCL allowed excess margin loan (cash withdraw) (beyond the approved limit) facility to its client

and it is the violation of BSEC Directive No. SEC/CMRRCD/2009-193/135 dated September 30,
2012,

B. Unauthorized trade:

The complainant mentioned in her letter that she did not sell securities in her codes, she only
bought the securities. According to complainant, the branch in-charge of Manru branch of
ISCL sold the securities without her consent. But the complainant did not mention
specifically which securities were bought in her codes and which securities were sold by the
branch in charge of ISCL. We collected some buy/sale orders from ISCL. We found
signatures in written buy/sale orders. We tried to verify the signatures in buy/sale orders with
the signature in CAIF but all the signatures seem to be mismatched.
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