T o o

T SR iki* i?ﬁii}ﬁ&
2 mwn. APPEL, LATE JURIS D¢ TION
TVHL APPE: AL NO. 13301 o ziﬂ’i

. Petitivmer

Versus :
ities and Exchange Doard o 1iots
- rities and B Bowrd of Ty Responden

the Commitiee must finalize ()

e no.of claimants in respect of the 185 of PACT and

e exact figure of Tability owed to the said claimants in line with the PACE datahasd 9

whivh SEBI claims to have,

hat the SEBI (as per Para 9.4 of the Report) though has not vetrejeeted any claimes;, §
has also, 8t the same time, not provided a specific timeline for the processing of the <aif
clims. Para 9.2 of the Report states that out of 14.48.986 claim applications, onlj
1.80.103 claim applications have been verified and processed. Similarly, Para 9.3 of 1hg
Report states that out of 1,50.29.573 claim applications, only 2.54,525 claim applicatiork
have been processed. SEBI has not provided a timeline for the processing of the remaining

¢laim applications which may have been unverifiable at the time.

1. SEBI claims that it has the PACL database. If so, then why is the registration of certath ™

authentic PACL Claim Certificates numbers being denied/rejected on the basis thar i

said numbers are not available in the records available with SEBL What could be done §

B

#ldress this issue? Should the claimants apply to SEBI directly?

It is pertinent 1o point out that there are problems associated with the registration j
cléims in the p&f‘tﬁf ﬁs&sign&d by SEBI and the same has been brought up time and agzaly
}%ﬁﬁ*iﬁ Hon'ble Court. [t is also surprising to note thatwhile certain authentic Ul I
icate ﬁﬁm&mm being rejected from registration therchave been complaints 1

. unrelyed iﬁfﬁim (by claimants of PGF or of other companies not assoctated with PACE

are being regisicred in the PACL portal.

o

In the year 2016, the Punjab Government had proposed w the todha Commitiee where

Lo sbamment trotects of PACL i the Stale
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/1}3*3@ ARCIL and |

"tudent) whicly wg,agg,l_ Ve streamlined |
i»_%ims refund fﬁrwmx 10 an e

xtent. Sucly shortsightediiess by SERI at zhe

s catised the '*i:i‘;"%“’twtg}r& Unnecessary |

¥ ind unwarranted delays m fﬁmvwmg they

mﬂiﬁ tj&mmﬁm hﬁﬁ ilso not looked into the next stitge of re; th?.éfiiimz of funds f,
/ s for
OCCSS *‘3‘? refund past the ARCH/Pruden deal (if at all the deal

goes through) Iy i
of record that the propertics heing bid for by ARCI

Prudent are only prime PA(

 gopenties across India. The outstanding claim are in tens of thousands of crores wherea.

the amount to be realized through the ARCIL/Prudent deal is merely Rs. 2000 z:mm,

| {iiﬁ?f“x*}* a fraction of the amount that is owed 1o people. When is SEBI intending 1

,@g};se the gmmmi imm the sale of the remaining properties? When will that procesg

pegin’ Wii}t&m'ﬁ% buyers for all the remaining properties? Once the prime properties arg
given to one or 1wo parties, will the remaining properties fetch enough funds to refund aff
‘ the mﬁwg 'in»msi{fim'?» It not, what's the next step? What will be the timetrame 1@
~process the sale and subscquently. the refund? Considering all of the aloresaid factorg
h;;&@]gaf?f&(‘h properties must be given priority instead of selling off 4 handful of
ij mepmpmws tx; multiple parties. |
I,-gd%m& Mmg informed time and again about the illegal sale of PACL propertich

vhich have: ’MR»??\‘;%;&& already issued to them, has done nothing to curb the same resulting
 Wseveral third-party rights in respect of the said propertics.

o . Jolav of & vears Gl dote alkd
*‘dy‘:g ,ﬁﬁﬁfe}r of record that there has already been a dhléi;}" ’55’* ’* vears till date 4

% nd 2
% 3 ﬁg}a}t {%mﬁ is continuing) for the processing ni and Wbsgigumz refund «

: e,
! m&émﬁnﬁy which is his legal right, is abhorrent and countenint

d
arantee recovery of sufficient funds to refu)

:b dﬂ&m shﬂrtksted by SEBI gu

@ﬁég’ﬁ&ﬂ P&Ciﬁ'investors in full.




