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Pursuant to the Order, our Company made representations to JSEB on various occasions to comply with the 

Order, but the same was not adhered to by JSEB. JSEB continued to raise bills on the excess amount of KVA 

charges, accepted payments made by our Company on the reduced KVA charges and continued to levy 

delayed payment surcharge on the balance amount. Therefore, on June 14, 2012 our Company filed writ 

petition bearing reference no. 3256 of 2012 (“WP 2”) before the Court praying for (i) issuance of a writ in 

the nature of mandamus directing JSEB to levy KVA charges on the basis of the reduced contract demand 

of 1,325 KVA in terms of the Order; (ii) quashing of the bills to the extent it relates to the arrears on the 

excess amount and delayed payment surcharges levied thereupon; and (iii) for providing various rebates such 

as voltage rebate, load factor rebate, power factor rebate, etc., to our Company to which we are entitled. 

Subsequently, on April 26, 2013 our Company filed another writ petition bearing reference no. 2652 of 2013 

(“WP 3”) before the Court, praying that JSEB be directed to disconnect the electrical connection and remove 

all the apparatus from the premises, to issue a no objection certificate in favour of our Company and to raise 

a final bill till the date of disconnection and for quashing of dues based on 4,000 KVA since the matter has 

already been settled by the Court vide the Order. In response, a counter affidavit was filed by JSEB on June 

26, 2013. The matter is currently pending. 

 

2. Our Company and Jharkhand State Electricity Board (“JSEB”) had entered into agreements over a number 

of years for supplying electrical energy to Plant I situated at Phase-VII of the industrial area at Adityapar, 

Jharkhand. Subsequently, dissatisfied with the service of JSEB and having an alternative licensee to supply 

power, our Company decided to get supply of electrical energy from Jamshedpur Utilities and Services 

Company Limited (“JUSCO”) and terminate the agreement with JSEB. Letters dated August 1, 2008 and 

September 8, 2009 were sent to JSEB for terminating the existing agreement and to surrender the load. 

However, on September 23, 2009 a provisional assessment under Section 126 of the Electricity Act 2003, 

along with a letter no. 2083 dated September 23, 2009 (“Letter”) was issued to our Company for dues for 

the previous months wherein power had been supplied to our Company. Simultaneously, a notice was also 

issued by JSEB to JUSCO, informing that our Company had pending dues with JSEB and JSEB would issue 

the no objection certificate to JUSCO, only after the dues were cleared. Our Company objected to the letter 

dated September 23, 2009 issued by JSEB, on the grounds that Electrical Executive Engineer (Commercial 

& Revenue) Electrical Supply Circle, Jamshedpur was not the appropriate assessing authority and that the 

Letter was not issued in the manner required to be issued under the (Electricity Supply Code) Regulations 

2005 (“Regulations 2005”). 

 

On October 10, 2009 a writ petition bearing reference no. 4885 of 2009 (“WP 1”) was filed by our Company 

before the High Court of Jharkhand at Ranchi (“Court”) praying for (i) issuing of direction to JSEB to 

immediately disconnect the electrical connection of our Company and to remove all electrical apparatus from 

the plant; (ii) to issue a no objection certificate in favour of our Company and to provide one consolidated 

bill till the date of disconnection, after adjusting the security deposit along with interest thereupon at the rate 

of 6% per annum; (iii) quashing the bill dated September 23, 2009; and (iv) quashing of the letter dated 

September 23, 2009, issued by JSEB to JUSCO. The Court vide its interim order dated November 12, 2009 

directed JSEB to disconnect the power supply to the plant on or before November 16, 2009 and to issue a 

letter to our Company withdrawing the objection letter provided to JUSCO, and further stating that it is free 

to obtain supply from the alternative licensee on or after November 16, 2009, if such alternative licensee has 

no objection. 

 

On November 10, 2009 a detailed order was issued by the assessing authority – General Manager cum Chief 

Engineer, Singhbhum Area Electricity Board, Jamshedpur with a provisional assessment (“Provisional 

Assessment Order”) along with a revised bill dated November 12, 2009. Our Company filed a writ petition 

bearing reference no. 5406 of 2009 (“WP 2”) before the Court to quash the Provisional Assessment Order; 

the revised bill dated November 12, 2009; and the entire proceedings initiated due to the issuance of the 

show cause notice dated September 23, 2009. Subsequently vide order dated December 11, 2009, the High 

Court passed an order connecting the WP 1 and WP 2 as the issues involved in the two matters appeared to 

be same. Further, in light of, interim order dated December 7, 2009 passed in relation to the WP(C) No 5526 

of 2009, the Court ordered that the assessments made vide letters dated September 23, 2009 and November 

10, 2009 will remain suspended. These matters are currently pending.  

 

3. Two writ petitions bearing reference WP (C) No 2780 of 2011 (“WP 1”) and WP (C) No 2859 of 2011 (“WP 

2”), respectively were filed before the High Court of Jharkhand (“Court”) by our Company (“Petitioner”) 

against the State of Jharkhand (“Respondent”) for issuance of directions to the Respondent to pay capital 

subsidy to the Petitioner under the Jharkhand Industrial Policy, 2001 (“JIP 2001”) under which the 

Respondent had declared special packages for ‘mega industrial units’ in the State of Jharkhand. In WP 1, the 
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Petitioner claimed that it had undertaken expansion of its existing unit and completed the same with an 

investment of approximately ` 7,444 lakhs based on the assurances received from the Secretary, Industries 

Department, State of Jharkhand, that the Petitioner would be entitled to a capital subsidy of approximately ` 
274.83 lakhs under JIP 2001, but the Respondent rejected the claim of capital investment subsidy, on the 

alleged grounds of delay. Similarly, in WP 2, the Petitioner claimed that it had established a new industrial 

unit with an investment of approximately ` 7,575 lakhs for manufacture of crown wheels and was thus 

eligible for a capital subsidy of approximately ` 292.80 lakhs which was also rejected by the Respondent on 

the alleged grounds of delay. The Court heard the writ petitions and passed a joint order dated June 10, 2011 

(“Order”), directing the Respondent to release, in both cases, the subsidy amounts to the Petitioner within 

two weeks after filing of the solvent / collateral security by the Petitioner. The Petitioner has accordingly 

submitted a bank guarantee as collateral security amounting to ` 567.63 lakhs pursuant to which the subsidy 

was released. The Respondent subsequently filed an interlocutory application dated 10 August 2011, before 

the Court praying for modification / recall of the Order. The Respondent argued that the Court had passed 

the order based on a similar order passed in LPA No. 102/2011 which related to small/ medium industries 

and not mega industries and therefore the Order should be recalled/ modified and that there being no 

provision for condonation of delay in the Jharkhand Mega Projects Incentive Rules, 2005, the Petitioner 

should not be entitled to receive any capital subsidy. The Petitioner has filed a reply dated17 October 2011, 

in response to the interlocutory application, stating that it had not delayed the filing of the application for 

receipt of capital subsidy and that the Respondent could not have prescribed a limitation period under the 

Jharkhand Mega Projects Incentive Rules, 2005 when such limitation was not mentioned in the JIP 2001. 

The Petitioner further stated that the delay caused was due to non-receipt of certificate for commercial 

production from the Respondent which was a mandatory requirement for making an application for capital 

subsidy. On 20 April 2017, the Petitioner filed two applications for early hearing of WP1 and WP2. The 

early hearing applications have been filed inter alia on account of the substantial amount of charges being 

incurred by the Petitioner in renewing the bank guarantees which have been provided to the Respondent and 

are required to be maintained during the pendency of the said writ petitions. The matters are currently 

pending.  

 
Litigations involving our Subsidiaries 

 

Other than as stated below, our Subsidiaries are not involved in any outstanding litigation as on the date of this 

Preliminary Placement Document: 

 

Litigations by our Subsidiaries 

 

Criminal Proceedings  

 

1. Our subsidiary, Globe Forex & Travels Limited (“Complainant”) filed a complaint dated June 17, 2016, 

bearing case reference number 118 of 2016 (“Complaint”), before the Court of the Chief Metropolitan 

Magistrate, Kolkata, against T.C. Express Hospitality Services Private Limited and its two directors, Rajiv 

Gajanan Vaidya and Ghulam Mohammad Sayeed (“Respondents”). In the Complaint, the Complainant has 

alleged cheating, criminal breach of trust and criminal conspiracy against the Respondents, on account of 

non-payment of dues amounting to approximately ` 23.64 lakhs in lieu of tickets booked by the Complainant 

on behalf of the Respondents. The Complainant has stated that invoices were raised on the Respondents for 

the amount and that the cheques issued against such invoices were dishonoured when presented for payment. 

Additionally, the Complainant has also filed a complaint before the officer-in-charge of the Shakespeare 

Sarani Police Station on June 6, 2016, alleging that the chief operating officer of the Complainant was 

threatened with physical harm when he approached the Respondent for the payment of the dues. The 

Complainant has prayed for directions from the Chief Metropolitan Magistrate to instruct the officer-in-

charge of the Shakespeare Sarani Police Station to investigate the offences. The matter is currently pending.  

  

2. In its ordinary course of business, our subsidiary, Globe Forex & Travels Limited has filed five petitions 

before the Chief Metropolitan Magistrate, Kolkata, under Section 138 read with Section 141 of the 

Negotiable Instruments Act, 1881, which primarily pertain to dishonor of cheques issued to it by vendors/ 

ticketing agencies which were unpaid on account of either stop payment instructions or insufficiency of 

funds. The aggregate amount involved in these five complaints is approximately ` 24.78 lakhs. The matters 

are currently pending.  
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Litigations involving our Promoters 

 

Statutory and regulatory proceedings 

 

1. On September 24, 2012, Mr. Mahabir Prasad Jalan, Mahabir Prasad Jalan (HUF), Mr. Naresh Jalan and 

Naresh Jalan (HUF) (collectively, “Concerned Promoters”), members of Promoter and Promoter Group of 

our Company were allotted 12,500 equity shares each of Mishka Finance and Trading Limited (“Mishka”) 

out of a total preferential allotment of 7,93,700 equity shares. Further, on February 06, 2013, Mishka 

announced bonus shares in the ratio of 7:1 and on January 16, 2014 Mishka announced a stock split in the 

ratio of 1:10. Pursuant to detection of a huge rise in the traded volume and price of the equity shares of 

Mishka on BSE during February 14, 2013 and December 31, 2014, SEBI undertook preliminary inquiry in 

the dealings of equity shares of Mishka. On April 17, 2015, SEBI passed an ad interim ex-parte order 

(“Interim Order”) in which SEBI, inter alia, observed that Mishka was in contravention with clause 43(a) 

of the listing agreement as the proceeds of the preferential allotment were used for purposes that were not 

envisaged in the special resolution passed for the same and Mishka had failed to file an intimation with BSE 

regarding the same. Further, SEBI observed that the unusual trade activity was in contravention of 

regulations 3 and 4 of the SEBI (Prohibition of Fraudulent and Unfair Trade Practices) Regulations, 2003 

and sections 12(a), (b) and (c) of the SEBI Act, 1992. In the Interim Order, SEBI, inter alia, restrained certain 

persons / entities including the Concerned Promoters from accessing the securities market and from buying, 

selling or dealing in securities either directly or indirectly, in any manner, till further directions. 

Subsequently, on August 26, 2016, SEBI passed an order (“Order”), confirming the Interim Order and 

allowed certain relaxations to persons / entities covered in Interim Order including the Concerned 

Promoters. Vide letter dated December 7, 2015, Mahabir Prasad Jalan and Naresh Jalan requested SEBI to 

clarify as to whether directions in Interim Order extend to our Company and Subsidiaries. On January 12, 

2016, SEBI issued a clarification letter stating that the directions contained in the Interim Order were issued 

against the Concerned Promoters in their individual capacity and not as the promoters of our Company and 

its Subsidiaries. The matter is currently pending. 

 

2. On July 14, 2014, our Company allotted, 12,00,000 warrants (“Warrants”) to Riddhi Portfolio Private 

Limited (“RPPL”), one the entities in Promoter and Promoter Group of our Company. On November 7, 

2015, the Warrants were converted into Equity Shares, which resulted in the total increase of 2.35% of the 

shareholding of the Promoter and Promoter Group and caused the shareholding of RPPL to increase to 

25.38%, which was beyond the threshold of 25% for making an open offer under provisions of the Takeover 

Regulations. On November 27, 2015, RPPL filed an application to SEBI for condonation of technical issue 

and sought permission for transfer of equity shares in excess of 25% to another promoter group company in 

compliance with regulation 79(1) of the SEBI ICDR Regulation. On June 29, 2016, SEBI issued a show 

cause notice to RPPL (“Show Cause Notice”) alleging violation of regulation 3(1) read with regulation 3(3) 

of the Takeover Regulations and to show cause as to why an inquiry under rule 4 of SEBI (Procedure for 

Holding Inquiry and Imposing Penalties by Adjudication Officer) Rules, 1995 and section 15I of the SEBI 

Act, 1992 should not be initiated and penalty under section 15H (ii) of SEBI Act, 1992 should not be imposed 

on RPPL. On August 3, 2016, RPPL filed a reply of the Show Cause Notice, wherein RPPL averred that the 

conversion of Warrants was not undertaken with the intent to increase the shareholding of RPPL beyond the 

permitted threshold which would trigger an open offer under the Takeover Regulations and but the same was 

an unintentional technical error. Subsequently, on September 9, 2016, RPPL filed an application for 

settlement under SEBI (Settlement of Administrative and Civil Proceedings) Regulations, 2014. On May 29, 

2017, RPPL voluntarily offered to pay a sum of ` 99.39 lakhs towards settlement terms to SEBI. The matter 

is currently pending.  

 

3. Riddhi Portfolio Private Limited (“RPPL”), one the entities of our Promoter and Promoter Group, received 

a show cause notice from the Reserve Bank of India (“RBI”), dated January 30, 2017 (“SCN”), wherein RBI 

alleged non-compliance with directives, circulars, instructions issued by the RBI along with violating Section 

45M of the Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934 (“RBI Act”), by failing to file the annual returns, required to 

be filed by a non-banking financial company (“NBFC”). The RBI further alleged that despite its letter dated 

August 31, 2015 and a subsequent reminder letter dated October 26, 2016, RPPL had not submitted the 

online annual returns even after obtaining the online filing ID and password. Additionally, RBI also alleged 

that RPPL failed to file the certificate from its statutory auditor to the effect, that RPPL continues to 

undertake the business of an NBFC. RPPL vide its letter dated March 17, 2017, responded to the SCN and 

submitted to the RBI that annual returns were filed by RPPL for the Fiscal 2015 and Fiscal 2016 on 
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November 17, 2015 and December 3, 2015, respectively. However, the annual return for Fiscal 2015 was 

inadvertently filed under the incorrect form and was later rectified by re-filing the same on March 16, 2017. 

Further, RPPL also submitted that RBI itself in its letter substantiated that the relevant certificates from the 

statutory auditors were filed for Fiscal 2015, 2014 and 2013, respectively, and that the certificate for Fiscal 

2016 was filed online by RPPL on January 2, 2017. The matter is currently pending. 

 

Criminal proceedings 

 

1. A summon was issued by the Judicial Magistrate, First Class, Saraikela (“JMFC”) against Mahabir Prasad 

Jalan and D. N. Gupta of our Company in relation to a complaint filed by the factory inspector, Mr Arun 

Kumar Mishra under Section 92 of the Factories Act, 1948 (“Factories Act”), reporting an accident which 

took place on November 18, 2011, in the electric flash unit no. 10 of Plant-I, where three workers were 

injured. Mahabir Prasad Jalan had applied for dispensing his personal appearance under Section 205 of the 

Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (“CrPC”) vide a petition dated April 16, 2012, which was subsequently 

dismissed by the JMFC. Subsequently, Mahabir Prasad Jalan filed a criminal revision petition bearing 

reference no. 698 of 2012, dated August 24, 2012, before the High Court of Jharkhand (“Court”). The Court 

allowed the criminal revision and dispensed with his personal attendance under Section 205 of the CrPC. 

The matter in relation to the Factories Act is currently pending.  

 

Direct Tax Proceedings 

 

1. The Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Central Circle-1 (1), Kolkata (“ACIT”) issued a penalty order 

(“Penalty Order”) along with a demand notice under section 271 B of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (“IT Act”) 

on January 25, 2016, imposing a penalty of ` 1.50 lakhs on Rashmi Jalan for non-filing of tax audit report 

(“TAR”). It was alleged in the Penalty Order that a search and seizure operation under Section 132 of the IT 

Act was carried out at the residence of Rashmi Jalan on December 13, 2012 by the Investigation Wing, 

Kolkata where Rashmi Jalan had disclosed ` 300.10 lakhs earned as commodity profit from business which 

according to the ACIT was earned from an undisclosed turnover in the range of approximately ` 2,480 lakhs 

to ` 3,100 lakhs which would require Rashmi Jalan to submit a TAR under Section 44 AB of the IT Act. 

Since the TAR was not submitted, a penalty of ` 1.50 lakhs under section 271 B was levied on Rashmi Jalan. 

An appeal has been filed by Rashmi Jalan against the Penalty Order on September 13, 2016 with the 

Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals), stating that the penalty of ` 1.50 lakhs was wrongly imposed since 

the TAR is required to be submitted by only such persons who are carrying on business or profession and 

given that Rashmi Jalan was not carrying on any business or profession, she was not required to submit the 

TAR. The matter is currently pending.  

 

2. The Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Central Circle-1 (1), Kolkata (“ACIT”) issued a penalty order 

(“Penalty Order”) under section 271 B of the Income Tax Act, 1961 (“IT Act”) along with a demand notice 

on December 30, 2015, imposing a penalty of ` 1.50 lakhs on Mahabir Prasad Jalan for non-filing of tax 

audit report (“TAR”). It was alleged in the Penalty Order that a search and seizure operation under Section 

132 of the IT Act was carried out at the residence of Mahabir Prasad Jalan on December 13, 2012 by the 

Investigation Wing, Kolkata where Mahabir Prasad Jalan had disclosed ` 290 lakhs earned as commodity 

profit from business which according to the ACIT was earned from an undisclosed turnover of at least 8 to 

10 times of the ` 290 lakhs profit and which would require Mahabir Prasad Jalan to submit a TAR under 

Section 44 AB of the IT Act. Since the TAR was not submitted, a penalty of ` 1.50 lakhs under section 271 

B was levied on Mahabir Prasad Jalan. An appeal has been filed by Mahabir Prasad Jalan against the Penalty 

Order on September 13, 2016 with the Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals), stating that the penalty of ` 

1.50 lakhs was wrongly imposed since the TAR is required to be submitted by only such persons who are 

carrying on business or profession and given that Mahabir Prasad Jalan was not carrying on any business or 

profession, he was not required to submit the TAR. The matter is currently pending. 

 

3. Summons were issued to our Company under Section 131 of the Income Tax Act 1961 dated March 1, 2017 

(“Summons”), for personal hearing. Mahabir Prasad Jalan, one of the promoters of our Company 

(“Promoter”) replied to the Summons on March 6, 2017, stating that the amount of ` 150.00 lakhs were 

individual transactions of the Promoter and shall be disclosed in his return of income for the assessment year 

2017-18. Further, it stated that the aforesaid sum was speculative income earned by the Promoter. 

Nevertheless, the Promoter has paid advance tax on March 30, 2017, amounting to ` 50.00 lakhs on the said 

amount. 
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4. Mahabir Prasad Jalan had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2015-16. The case was 

selected for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment order 

dated April 26, 2017 was issued stating that an amount of ` 14.50 lakhs was refundable to Mahabir Prasad 

Jalan. 

 

5. Riddhi Portfolio Private Limited had filed its return of income for the assessment year 2014-15. The case 

was selected for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment 

order dated June 10, 2016 was issued stating that an amount of `13.89 lakhs was payable by Riddhi Portfolio 

Private Limited. 

 

6. Naresh Jalan had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2015-16. The case was selected for 

scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment order dated April 

26, 2017 was issued stating that an amount of `18.34 lakh was refundable to Naresh Jalan. 

 

7. Mahabir Prasad Jalan (HUF) had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2015-16. The case 

was selected for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment 

order dated February 28, 2017 was issued stating that an amount of ` 0.03 lakh was payable by Mahabir 

Prasad Jalan (HUF). 

 

8. Naresh Jalan (HUF) had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2015-16. The case was selected 

for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment order dated 

February 28, 2017 was issued stating that an amount of ` 0.03 lakh was payable by Naresh Jalan (HUF). 

 

9. Naresh Jalan had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2014-15. The case was selected for 

scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment order dated May 

26, 2016 was issued stating that an amount of ` 0.62 lakh was payable by Naresh Jalan. 

 

10. Naresh Jalan (HUF) had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2014-15. The case was selected 

for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which assessment order dated June 

10, 2016 was issued stating that an amount of ` NIL was payable by Naresh Jalan (HUF). 

 

11. Eastern Credit Capital Private Limited had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2015-16. 

The case was selected for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which 

assessment order dated July 22, 2016 was issued stating that an amount of ̀  0.23 lakh was payable by Eastern 

Credit Capital Private Limited. 

 
12. Eastern Credit Capital Private Limited had filed his return of income relating to assessment year 2014-15. 

The case was selected for scrutiny by Computer Assist Security Selection (“CASS”) pursuant to which 

assessment order dated June 6, 2016 was issued stating that an amount of ` NIL was payable by Eastern 

Credit Capital Private Limited. 

 

13. Block assessment for assessment years 2007-08 to 2013-14 (“Assessment Year(s)”) for (a) Mahabir Prasad 

Jalan; (b) Naresh Jalan; (c) Mahabir Prasad Jalan (HUF); (d) Naresh Jalan (HUF); and (e) Rashmi Jalan 

(collectively referred to as “Promoters”) was carried out by the Office of the Deputy Commissioner of 

Income Tax, Central Circle – (1)1, Kolkata (“DCIT”) pursuant to which assessment orders for each 

Assessment Year was issued on March 31, 2015. Thereafter the office of the Assistant Commissioner of 

income Tax, CC-1(1), Kolkata (“ACIT”) issued intimation under Section 245 of the Income Tax Act 1961 

with respect to the Assessment Years on December 12, 2015, to each of the Promoters after adjustments of 

refunds due to each of them (“Intimations”). Accordingly, out of the total liability of `110.68 lakhs as set 

out in the Intimations, an amount aggregating to `110.59 lakhs has been paid by the Promoters. 

 

14. Block assessment for assessment years 2007-08 to 2013-14 for our Promoter Company Riddhi Portfolio 

Private Limited (“Riddhi”) was carried out by the Office of the Deputy Commissioner of Income Tax, 

Central Circle – (1)1, Kolkata (“DCIT”) pursuant to which assessment orders were issued on March 31, 

2015. Riddhi filed an appeal before the Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals)-20 (“CIT(A)”) for 

assessment years 2010-11 to 2013-14 (“Assessment Years”). The Deputy Commissioner of Income Tax, 

Central Circle – 1(1), Kolkata (“DCIT”) issued four assessment orders dated March 31, 2015 for the 

Assessment Years, against Riddhi (“Assessment Orders”). In the said Assessment Orders, the DCIT 

disallowed certain expenses under Section 14A while calculating book profit and for calculation of 

expenditure incurred in relation to earn the exempt income in the form of dividend, thus increasing the 



 

  179 

taxable income (“Orders”). Riddhi filed an appeal before the Commissioner of Income Tax (Appeals) – 20, 

Kolkata (“CIT(A)”) against the Orders on April 29, 2015, on the grounds that the DCIT was wrong in 

making the said disallowances before properly examining the facts of the case. The CIT(A) vide its orders 

dated July 27, 2016 allowed the appeals (“Appellate Orders”). Subsequently, pursuant to the Appellate 

Order, the Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Central Circle – 1(1), Kolkata (“ACIT”) issued four 

revised orders on August 10, 2016, for each of the Assessment Years, revising the amounts refundable to 

Riddhi. Accordingly a revised refund of ` 30.80 lakhs was received by Riddhi. Thereafter, on October 4, 

2016 appeals were filed by ACIT before the Income Tax Appellate Tribunal against the Appellate Orders. 

The matters are currently pending.  

 

15. Block assessment for assessment years 2007-08 to 2013-14 (“Assessment Year(s)”) for (a) Eastern Credit 

Capital Private Limited; and (b) Ramkrishna Rail and Infrastructure Private Limited (collectively referred to 

as “Promoter Group Companies”) was carried out by the Office of the Deputy Commissioner of Income 

Tax, Central Circle – (1)1, Kolkata (“DCIT”) pursuant to which assessment orders for each Assessment 

Year was issued on March 31, 2015 (“Assessment Orders”). In respect for Eastern Credit Capital Private 

Limited a total tax amounting to ` 18.18 lakhs was demanded. Subsequently, appeals were filed before the 

CIT(A) for the assessment years 2009-10 to 2013-14. Upon receiving the orders dated April 29, 2015 of the 

CIT(A), the Assistant Commissioner of Income Tax, Central Circle – 1(1), Kolkata (“ACIT”) issued revised 

assessment orders dated September 28, 2016, after which an amount of ` 0.21 lakh is the outstanding tax 

liability. In relation to Ramkrishna Rail and Infrastructure Private Limited out of the total demand in the said 

Assessment Order of ` 1.70 lakhs, the entire tax demand has been paid and there is no outstanding tax 

liability. 

 

16. On April 17, 2015, an order was passed by SEBI (“SEBI Order”) against Mishka Finance and Trading 

Limited (“Mishka”), in which SEBI observed that Mishka was in contravention of various SEBI regulations 

and it also restrained certain persons including Mahabir Prasad Jalan and Mahabir Prasad Jalan (HUF) 

(collectively referred to as “Promoters”) who had traded in securities of Mishka, from accessing the 

securities market. The Promoters had sold 10,54,000 shares of Mishka during the Fiscal Year 2014-15 

(“Sale”). On receiving the SEBI Order, the Promoters approached the office of Deputy Director of Income 

Tax (investigation) (“DDIT”) and recorded their statements confirming that they would pay applicable tax 

on the above sale of shares. Pursuant to the recordal of statements of the Promoters, they received summons 

from the Directorate of Income Tax (Investigation), IT Department, Kolkata, on June 11, 2015 (“Summons”) 

on the tax payable on the Sale. Subsequently, the Promoters filed their return of income and paid an amount 

of ` 189.72 lakhs as tax on the Sale. 

 

17. On April 17, 2015, an order was passed by SEBI (“SEBI Order”) against Mishka Finance and Trading 

Limited (“Mishka”), in which SEBI observed that Mishka was in contravention of various SEBI regulations 

and it also restrained certain persons including Naresh Jalan and Naresh Jalan (HUF) (collectively referred 

to as “Promoters”) who had traded in securities of Mishka from accessing the securities market. The 

Promoters had sold 11,80,000 shares of Mishka during the Fiscal Years 2013-14 and 2014-15 (“Sale”). On 

receiving the SEBI Order, the Promoters approached the office of Deputy Director of Income Tax 

(investigation) (“DDIT”) and recorded their statements confirming that they would pay applicable tax on 

the above sale of shares. Pursuant to the recordal of statements of the Promoters, they received a summon 

from the Directorate of Income Tax (Investigation), IT Department, Kolkata, on June 11, 2015 (“Summons”) 

on the Sale. Subsequently, the Promoters filed the revised return of income for the Fiscal Year 2013-14 

paying tax amounting to ` 127.85 lakhs and also paid an amount of ` 80 lakhs for the Fiscal Year 2014-15.  
 

Detail of inquiries, inspections or investigations initiated or conducted under the Companies Act, 1956 or the 

Companies Act, 2013 against our Company in the last three years:  

 

NIL  

 

Material frauds committed against our Company 

 

Details of acts of material frauds committed against our Company in the last three years, if any, and if so, 

the action taken by our Company 

  

NIL 

 

Details of default, if any, including therein the amount involved, duration of default and present status 
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As of date of this Preliminary Placement Document, there are no outstanding default in payment of undisputed 

statutory dues, repayment of debentures and interest thereon, repayment of deposits and interest thereon, and 

repayment of loan from any bank or financial institution and interest thereon.  

 

Summary of reservations, emphasis of matters, qualifications or adverse remarks of auditors in the last five 

Fiscals immediately preceding the year of circulation of this offer letter and of their impact on the financial 

statements and financial position of our Company and the corrective steps taken and proposed to be taken by 

our Company for each of the said reservations or qualifications or adverse remark  

 

NIL 

 

Other Confirmations 

 

Except, as disclosed below, there are no inquiries, inspections or investigations initiated or conducted against our 

Company or our Subsidiaries under the Companies Act, 2013 or any previous company law in the last three years 

immediately preceding the year of circulation of this Preliminary Placement Document. Further, there are no 

prosecutions filed, fines imposed or compounding of offences against our Company and our Subsidiaries in the 

last three years immediately preceding the year of circulation of this Preliminary Placement Document.  

 

NIL 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

1. Our Company was incorporated as ‘Ramkrishna Forgings Private Limited’ under the Companies Act, 1956 

vide a certificate of incorporation dated November 12, 1981 issued by the Registrar Companies, Kolkata, 

West Bengal. The CIN of our Company is L74210WB1981PLC034281. 

 

2. Our Company’s Registered and Corporate Office is situated at “Ramkrishna Chambers 72, Shakespeare 

Sarani, Kolkata 700017, West Bengal, India”. 

 

3. Our Company’s authorised share capital is `33,25,00,000 divided into 3,32,50,000 Equity Shares of `10 

each and the issued subscribed and paid up share capital is `28,66,99,400 divided into 2,86,69,940 Equity 

Shares of `10 each. 

 

4. Our Equity Shares are listed on the BSE and the NSE.  

  

5. The Issue was approved by the Board on May 19, 2017. The shareholders of our Company have approved 

the Issue vide a special resolution through a postal ballot dated June 30, 2017. Our Company has been 

authorised to raise funds up to ̀ 20,000 lakhs by way of issue of securities including Equity Shares, pursuant 

to the Issue. 

 

6. Our Company has received in-principle approvals under Regulation 28(1) of the SEBI Listing Regulations 

to list the Equity Shares to be issued pursuant to the Issue, both on BSE and NSE on July 13, 2017. We 

will apply for final listing and trading approvals of such Equity Shares on the Stock Exchanges. 

 

7. Copies of Memorandum of Association and Articles of Association will be available for inspection between 

11:00 am to 1:00 pm on all working days, except Saturdays during the Bid/Issue Period at the Registered 

Office. 

 

8. Except as disclosed in this Preliminary Placement Document, our Company has obtained necessary 

consents, approvals and authorisations required in connection with the Issue. 

 

9. There has been no material change in the financial or trading position of our Company since March 31, 

2017, the date of the last audited financial statements prepared in accordance with Indian GAAP included 

in this Preliminary Placement Document, except as disclosed in this Preliminary Placement Document.  

 

10. Except as disclosed in this Preliminary Placement Document, there are no outstanding legal or arbitration 

proceedings against or affecting our Company or its assets or revenues, nor is our Company aware of any 

pending or threatened legal or arbitration proceedings, which is material in terms of the Policy for 

Determination of Materiality of Ramkrishna Forgings Limited, as adopted by the Board on February 12, 

2016. For further details, see “Legal Proceedings” on page 171. 

 

11. Our Company’s Joint Statutory Auditors, M/s. Jitendra K Agarwal & Associates and M/s. Singhi & Co, 

have jointly audited our financial statements for Fiscal 2017. M/s. Singhi & Co, Chartered Accountants 

have independently audited our financial statements for Fiscal 2016 and 2015. 
 

12. Our Company confirms that it is in compliance with the minimum public shareholding requirements as 

required under the SEBI Listing Regulations. 
 

13. The Floor Price for the Equity Shares under the Issue is ̀ 523.84 per Equity Share which has been calculated 

in accordance with Chapter VIII of the SEBI ICDR Regulations. 
 

14. Our Company may offer a discount of not more than 5% on the Floor Price of `523.84 per Equity Share in 

terms of Regulation 85 of the SEBI ICDR Regulations. 

 

15. Details of compliance Officer:  

 

Rajesh Mundhra 

Company Secretary and Compliance Officer 

 Ramkrishna Chambers  

72, Shakespeare Sarani,  
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Kolkata 700017, West Bengal, India 

Tel: +91033 3984 0900; Fax: +91 033 3984 0998;  

E-mail: rajesh@ramkrishnaforgings.com 

 

16. The financial statements of our Company included herein have been prepared in accordance with Indian 

GAAP. Unless the context otherwise requires, all financial data in this Placement Document are derived 

from our Financial Statements. Indian GAAP differs in certain significant respects from IFRS and U.S. 

GAAP.
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FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

 

Financial Statements Page No. 

Auditors Report and the audited consolidated financial statements for the Fiscal 2017 F-1 

Auditors Report and the audited consolidated financial statements for the Fiscal 2016 F-21 

Auditors Report and the audited consolidated financial statements for the Fiscal 2015 F-44 
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DECLARATION 

 

Our Company certifies that all relevant provisions of Chapter VIII and Schedule XVIII of the SEBI ICDR 

Regulations have been complied with and no statement made in this Preliminary Placement Document is contrary 

to the provisions of Chapter VIII and Schedule XVIII of the SEBI ICDR Regulations and that all approvals and 

permissions required to carry on our Company’s business have been obtained, are currently valid and have been 

complied with. Our Company further certifies that all the statements in this Preliminary Placement Document are 

true and correct.  

 

Signed by:  

 

 

 

 

________________________   

  

Naresh Jalan 
Managing Director 

 

 

Place: Kolkata 

Date: July 13, 2017 



 

  185 

DECLARATION 

 

We, the Directors of the Company certify that:  

 

(i) the Company has complied with the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules made 

thereunder;  

 

(ii) the compliance with the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules does not imply that payment of dividend or 

interest or repayment of debentures, if applicable, is guaranteed by the Central Government; and  

 

(iii) the monies received under the offer shall be used only for the purposes and objects indicated in the 

Preliminary Placement Document (which includes disclosures prescribed under Form PAS-4).  

 

 

Signed by:  

 

 

 

________________________   

   

Naresh Jalan 

Managing Director 

 

 

I am authorised by the Board of Directors of the Company, vide resolution dated May 19, 2017 to sign this form 

and declare that all the requirements of Companies Act, 2013 and the rules made thereunder in respect of the 

subject matter of this form and matters incidental thereto have been complied with. Whatever is stated in this form 

and in the attachments, thereto is true, correct and complete and no information material to the subject matter of 

this form has been suppressed or concealed and is as per the original records maintained by the promoters 

subscribing to the Memorandum of Association and the Articles of Association.  

 

It is further declared and verified that all the required attachments have been completely, correctly and legibly 

attached to this form. 

 

 

Signed by: 

 

 

 

________________________   

   

Naresh Jalan 
Managing Director 

 

 

 

Place: Kolkata 

Date: July 13, 2017 
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RAMKRISHNA FORGINGS LIMITED 

 

Registered and Corporate Office 

 

Ramkrishna Chambers  

72, Shakespeare Sarani,  

Kolkata 700017, West Bengal, India 

 

Details of Compliance Officer 

 

Rajesh Mundhra 

Company Secretary and Compliance Officer 

 Ramkrishna Chambers  

72, Shakespeare Sarani,  

Kolkata 700017, West Bengal, India 

Tel: +91033 3984 0900; Fax: +91 033 3984 0998;  

E-mail: rajesh@ramkrishnaforgings.com 

 

LEAD MANAGER 

 

ICICI Securities Limited 

ICICI Centre 

H. T. Parekh Marg, Churchgate, 

Mumbai – 400 020, India 

 

INDIAN LEGAL COUNSEL TO THE ISSUE 

 

Khaitan & Co  

One Indiabulls Center, 13th Floor, Tower 1  

841 Senapati Bapat Marg, Mumbai 400 013 

Maharashtra, India 

Khaitan & Co  

Emerald House 

1B Old Post Office Street  

Kolkata 700 001, India  

 

INTERNATIONAL LEGAL COUNSEL FOR SELLING RESTRICTION 

 

Duane Morris & Selvam LLP 

16 Collyer Quay,  

Singapore 049318  

 

JOINT STATUTORY AUDITORS TO OUR COMPANY 

 

Jitendra K Agarwal & Associates 

5/41 Netaji Nagar, 

Kolkata - 700 040,  

West Bengal, India 

Singhi & Co 

161, Sarat Bose Road, 

Kolkata - 700 026,  

West Bengal, India 

 

 

 




