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W IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL CHIEF METROPOLITAN
"\ . MAGISTRATE, DELH!
CC NO: \\Yo| OF 20

1 v\ 0}
Securities and Exchange Board of India, a
statutory body established under the .
= e : — <

——-T=_———Ppravisions _of Seeuriies- and -Exchange X/ e

e e m—— e

Board of India Act. 1992, having its Head
office at Mital Court, B — Wing, 224 .
Nariman . Point, . Mumbai 400 021
represented. by its Asst. General Manager,

Ragsh Bhanot. . : ...Complainant

. "VERSUS.

1. 6apital Forestry Ld. . Company
Incorporated Under _the Companies
Act 1956, having its Regd. Office at | ,
353-C, J & K, Pocket, Dilshand .

Ggrdg'n, New Delhi-95.

2. Shri Maninder Singh, s/fo Shri Kirpal : /j
Singh, vDirector of Accused No.1, Ri/o: [P D )
353-C, J & K Pocket Dilshad Garden,

New Delhi-95.

3. Shri Manmohan Singh Sfo Shri

Gurcharan Singh, Director of accused

No.1, Rlo: 199, Gali No.2, Shyam

Park, Sahibabad, Distt. Ghaziabad

(UP) | 1\
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&% 4. Mrs.  Paramjeet Kaur Wio Shri
Manmohan Singh, Directot. of accused : .
)

No.1, Rlo: 199, Gali No.2, Shyam’

Park, Sahibabad, Distt, Ghaziabad
(UP) . _

. 5. Shri Sawinder Singh Sondh Sfo G.S.
. . . - [ po7],
- Sondh, Director of the Accused No.1, ‘-

Rio: 353-C, J & K PocKet, Dilshad

Garden, New Delhi-95. . T e Accused

. ..

R *  COMPLAINT UNDER SECTION 200 OF THE CODE OF CiVMINAL

’ PROCEDURE, 1973. READ WITH SEC. 24(1), 27 OF SECURITIES AND

EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA ACT, 1992

@ May It Please Your Honour:

I . T W S U

S mmv.\quj




Yor A-LL

[S.8.00
Sh. Sachit Serhia. counsel tor the SEBL

Coeunsel Sh. Ravinder Tyagi for the uccised Manmohan sing

Present:
{ % ‘g . O [pd Paramjeet Kuar who are present on bail al<
Vide separate orders of even dute the accused company and its
Directors Sh. Manmohan Singh and Paramjeet Kaur are ~ontenced o a fine
ol Rs.3,000/- each. In the event of delault in the payment of this line. the
aal boods and
B

accused Manmohan Singh and accused Paramject Kaur shall undergo simple
Imprisonient Tor TWo_months. "On- pavivent—oltine-the per
oo
¥ stand

C
surety bonds of the accused shall stand cancelled and ihe surety
MW '

dischurged.
File be consigned to the recoreds.
Announced in the Open Cout. : {ASHA MENON).
Dated:18.8.2006. - ~ -Addl. Sessicns Judge:
. Delhi.
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5 IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL CHIEF METROPOLITAN

A : MAGISTRATE, DELHI

cc NO: \\Y0! OF 20
\ v\ 0}
Securities and Exchange Board of india, a

statutory body established under the

T —

—— _.____._p:auisinns of Securities and Exchange ’\\/’\
— . - (3] -

Board of India Act, 1992, having its Head _ — —
office at Mittal Court, B — Wing, 224 .
Nariman Point, Mumbai 400 ‘021

represented by its Asst. General Manager, . . -

Ra&sh Bhanot. ...Complainant.

) "VERSUS .
1. Capital Forestry L'td. . Company - - : .
Incorporated Under _ the Companies ) '
Act, 1856, having its ;Regd. bfﬁce at _‘ ' . N
353.C, J & K. Pocket, Dilshand - '
Garden, New Delh|—95 o - - .
2. Shri Ménlnder Smgh slo Shri Klrpa! - [P 5 /_}
Singh, Director of Accused No.1, Rlo:
353-C, J & K Pocket Dilshad Garden,
New Delhi-85.
3. Shri Manmohan Singh S/o  Shri
Gurcharan Singh, 6ir¢ct6r of accused

r“\ No.1, Rio: 198, Gali No.2, Shyam

o= —Pesd Sohibabad, Distt Ghazxabad
ey e

ot s mm o o

3




e ——— S T

R

“F 4. Mrs. Paramjeet Kaur Wio Shri
Manmohan Singh,” Directof of accused

Park, Sahibabad, Distt. Ghaziabad
(U.P)

. 5. Shri Sawiiider Siﬁgh Sondh S/o G.S.
Sondh, pire;:tor of the Accused &0.1;
_Rfo: 353-C, J & K Pocket, Dilshad

Garder_;,_ New Delhi-95,

No.1, Rfo: 199, Gali No.2, Shyam’

[{).oj ,

e

.......Accused

COMPLAINT UNDER SECTION 200 OF THE CODE OF CI'MINAL

PROCEDURE, 1973 READ WITH SEC. 24(1), 27 OF SECURITIES AND

EXCHAN-GE BOARD OF INDIA ACT, 1992

e e s S SUAL Ala R al S S LT Y

May It Please Your Honour:

VAR AR T s, . o
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@
& 13.8.06
Present:  Sh. Sachit Sethia. counsel for the SEBL
- Ceunsel Sh. Ravinder Tyagi for the acvised \anmohan sing
[ % %' O bmd paramjcet Kuar who are present on hatl al:o t'm-\ A-L
B Vide separate orders of even date ihe qecused company and its
Directors Sh. sManmohan Singh and Paramjeet Kaur are ~.cmcnccd. o a fine
of Rs.2.000/- each. in the event of default i the payment of this fine. the
accused Manmohan Singh and accused Paramject Waur shall ondergo simple
é—'»i.‘,'.”””mmﬁiem forTwo mouths. O pavient-ok et ot s VT
| the surcty B¢ stand .

d cancelled and

surety bonds of the accused shall stan

discharged. .

File he consigned t© the records.
' | ' " ﬁéggkﬁ4ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ

v Announced in the Open Court. : 1ASHA I\:;IENON) :
-Dated:18.8.2006. .. Addl. Sessions Judge:
~ Delhi.




iN THE COURT OF MS. ASHA MENON: ASJ: DELHL
” .
CC NO .92/2005

SECURITIES & EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA. a statutory body
established under the provisions of Securities ang Exchange Board of
Incia Act, 1592, having its Head oifice ai Mitta Court. B — Wing. 224,
Nariman Point, Mumbai 400 021 representec: by its Asstt. General
Manager, Rakesh Bhanot.

SRR
- e

© i The complaint has been fiied by il

VS

. Capital Fo'eatr/ Ltd. Company incorporated mder the Companies
Act, 1958, having its Regd Office at 353-C. J & K Pocket. Dilshad

Gargen. New Deini-95. . .

gy

2. Sh. Maninder Singh, S/o Sh. Kirpal Singh. Director of accused
nc.1. Rio 353-C. J & K Pocket Dilshad Garden. New Delhi-95.

Proclaimed Offender)

Q’n Man nohan Smgl" Sio -sh. Gurcharan Singh. Director of
sed 3.1, Rio 196, Gaii nf, .2, Shyam Park. Sahibabad. Distt.

Lgabad (UF)

w

’l)

4. Mrs. Paramjeet Kaur \/V:'b_ Sh. Manmchan S&twg;‘ﬁ.'_Dix'ector of
accused nc.1. R/o 199, Gak no.2. Shyam Park. Sahitabad. Distt.
Ghaziabad {U.2.} - ' : :

Sh. Sawinder Singh Sonds S0 Sh. G.S. Songn. Durector of the
ccused no.t, R/o: 353-C. J&K Pocket, Dnsnad Gardcn ‘New Delhl—

g5, Dm"fa,rma Offender)

W

JUDGMENT:

BEACKGROUNL FACTS:

1S Secmnt-es and

Exchange—Board of-trdia _{hereinafier refsired ¢ as the SEBI)

through iis Acs.stant General Manager Sh. Rakasn Bhanot against

Capital Forastry Limited and against its Directors Sh. Maninder




.

Singh. Sh. Manmohan Singh. Mrs. Paramieet Kaur and Sh
Sa\;vinde: Singh. The accused Manmder Singn and accused
Sawinder Singh have been declared Proclaimed Offenders.

2. The complaini has b;een preferred »nder rh.e Securities ar-xd

Exchange Board of India Act, 1992 and the rules maci.e thereunder.

U

PRI
1t Ot iidia

ne case as sei out in ine compiaint is that ine Govermimen

The
after detailed cc-)nsultations with the régutatory todies d'ecided that
an appropriate regulatory frame work for regulating entities which
@ «isvsued instruments such as Agre Bonds and Plantation Bonds etc.,
was requires to be created. Thereaftsr, the Guvernment notified in

November 1997, throdgh a press release, that such schemes‘

.

relating to issue of Agro Bunds efc.. would be trea[ed as Collectrve'

A

Investment Scheme governed by the SEB! Act 1992.
3. The aim of these regulat:ons_- were to ensure investor
protection and o promote Ieg‘it‘imaté.inves‘tment activities. The
regulations were notiﬁe:d in 1999 as the SEBI ‘(ConectiveA
Investment Scheme) Regulation 1995.
C 4. The entmes involving any Coilective Invesiment Scheme

were roquired, vide the press rélease dated 26.11.97, 18.12.97 to

PWOIT o ow,

file information with the SEBI giving the detail of the Company, its

D

\}? A Scheﬁ e and nature of lnveotment in response the accused m this

T ———

case i.e. Capital Forestry ! 'muted informed thal they had collected

more than Rs.2.1 lacs from their Schemes. It alsc informed who
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:he Directors were. RS

- It has been stated in the complaint inat aiter the regulations
came irio fcrce, the SEBI  issued letters dated 15.12.99 and
29.12.99 and also issued public notices dated 10.2.99 informing the _

zccused company of the notification and the regulations and

o

39

P

STy T 15 Sent mionasen. nemorandun o ~all “investors
detailing the state of affairs of the' Schemes. the amount repayable
to each Investor and the manner in which such amount was

determined. This information was to be sent by 28.2.2000.
Subsequently. ihe last date for furnishing details was extended upto
31% March, 200C.

ALLEGATIONS IN THE COMPLAINT

According 1o the complainant, the accusedNo. 1 failed to

apply for registration and also failed to submit the repayment report

nor dic it furnish details fér winding up the schemes. Therelore, on ...

Decemser 7™, 2000,'ord,érs were, issued by SEBI g/s 1 1 Bofthe -
SEBI A:t. 19G2. to the accused company to refund Ithe money
collected tc the investors within-o@e month and sub:;wrz the report of
repayment and winding up tc; the SEE}L Ag'cording to the

comipleinant since there was no compliance of this order, the

accused compaﬁy and its Directors had violated the Regulations-

No. 68(1) and2)" 73 and—74—RAN-Regaialish-5—{1)=ekias-SEBI

(Cone’:?‘ve Investment Scheme) Regulation 1999 ana had alse

ol

g '..-....=_5




N

8. CW-1 3h. Rakesh Bhanot has deposed to the. Covernmem

viclated Szzrgn 11 Bang :2 (1) B ot tne SEgB; 1992 which werg all .

viclation E.mshable Urs 24 (1) of the sEB} 1992 R/'W Section 27 uf

the said Ac:

7. Vice srders dated 16.12.2003 the dccused were summoned

for trial The notice of allegations uncer Section 251 Cr.P.C was

served On accused on 21.4.2006 ang they pleagad-net Sty Fhe=="

complainant ex xamined Sh. Rakesh Bhanot. AGM as CW-1. The
statemems <’ the accused were recorded uss 313 CrP.C. No

v

evsdence was '=d in defence.

:

: EVIDENCE

of lndxa prese rzlease dated 18.1 97 czrewng that bonds whzch
were | in the nz:ure of Plantation Bonds and Agro bonds issued by
the Companr would be considered  as Coﬂectxve investmen.t
~Scheme as’stizulated under Section 11 oi. the SEBJ Act, 1992, He

deposed that ‘nereafter, the SEB| issued press release dated

-26.11.97 ang e public notice dated 18.12.97 d:rectnng the’

Cornpames WrnSh were running CO”cC[‘VG lnvestment Scheme
(C!S) to fite infc-mation with SEB] regard:rg thexr schemes such as
deta:ls of fund Tchilized, names of Dsrec;ors/Promoters etc in case

mey were desircus of obtaining benefits undar Section 12( 1} (B) of

__SEBI Act. He ceposed that _pursuam lo_this_tHe=Companyfiag

information vige letter dated 14.1.98 which is Ext.CWi/1 also




<

.

mumating that it had mobilized Rs.2,14.510,- under its five

= )
‘Scremes. The witness ceposed that the letter aiso contained

names of the Directors viz Sh. Maninder Singh (PO), Sh.

Mznmohan Singh, Smt. Paramjit Kaur and Sh. Swinder Singh

Serdh (PO). Vide a second letter dated 27.2.99 Ext.CW1/2 the -

. accused company forwarded the Memorandum and Articles of the

-

e ar——

e

Cempany.

The witness Sh. Ra.kes'r?. Bhanot further deposed that the
SEBI (CIS) Regulations, 1999 were nctified on 15.10.99.- He
decosed that notification of regulations had been intimated to- the
C;-cmpany vide public notipe dated 20.10.99 and specihé letter dated
21.10.98 was sant by registe.redj pos:. Qe deposed fhat:'the letter d?d’
10t return unde!iv.e_rvedv td the S;EBI. Thé witness d_g;;;poséd tr;_a;lt_ in

:ierms &f the regulations the Company was required ‘fo-apply for

[~

reg:stration or wind up its scheme in terrr;s of Regulat_ions 73"énd
74 and. was further required- to circulate information mémorandum'
-2 r's Investors and tc; repay and wind up iis schemes.'and sut;mit
the winding up and repayment report with the SEBI within five and
hail months. The witness deposed that these were communicated
o] Ene'@ompany vide letters dated 10.12.99 and 29.12.59 and.both

these letters were also not returned undelivered to the SEBI. The

witness stated that the requirements were-also commudqicated vide
. —'«. .- . -sh.,,“:,a —

public notice dated 10.12.99.




2 T N - H k °
13, ‘he witness further cepcsec that as the Company neithés. -

apclied for registration nor intimateg regarding the winding up of its \ B
sch&ne. shbw Cause dated 1252000 was issued which was
reiurned te the SEB! undelivered 1 the accused with remarks "left”.
The witness stated that SEBI hac intmated the format for ths;-

winding up and repayment report in which companies w were required
P S

. —_—

SN

to furnish information regarding winding up of the schemes vide

letter dated 31.7.2000 which was also returned unaelivered to the
SEBL. On account of the failure of the company to comply with the

reguiatory provisions of the regulations, the company was directed

by the Chairman. SEBI vide orde. dated 7.12.2000 to repay the
!nvesto*s as per the ongmal terms of offer with in one montf* of the
said order. The w:tness stated that this order was commumcated to
the company v:de.'letter dated 18.12.2000 which was returned as
undé!ivered to the SEéI. The contents of the order was also
publi shea in HmauStan Tnmes on 19.12.99 and in the public not»ce
dates 14.1 2uOO the name ot thns company was shown at serial
\\rx\\-‘ no.89. The witness. brought on' recorc various exhibits including the
’ rawurned envelopes and the copy of the publica-tic'fn in the.

newsoaper. . ,

1. In cross-examination CW1 Sh. Rakesh Bhanot deposad

that he did not have any postal receipts of the commumcanons seoL —
—— - %\:

to the accused by the SEBI. He denied the suggestioh that he has




- ~ .
~ ,

piaced on record manipulated documents. He siated that he is not."“ ;
‘aware whether any resolution had been passed before the authority
was conferred on him or not. He admitted that he had not placed

any such resolution on the record. He affirmed that the database of

the complaint are maintained by the SEBI. He admitted that there is -

that he did not make any verification from the ROC regarding the : |
. Soard of Directors of the accused company. He stated that since
@ winding up énd repayment report had not been submitted. he‘c.ould

not say whether the repayments had been made to the investors.

CONTENTIONS L S
12; Sh. Mari;n, for the SEBI has’ argued that the aqcuséd had - . |
willfully vialated the regulations of the éEBI_. It is contended that the - A ' -
,’; y . E'egutatiohs had come int'ci force oni)-/ t-o protect investors and in the |
- / ’ present instance the acéused having collected about Rs.2,14,910/ _ ..
uhder its various Schemés had failéd-.to comply with the directions’ | ‘
of the SEBI whereby théy were reqi.xiréd to return the deposits to
0 investors aiongwith. inte?est as per original oifer. It was subrrji\tted
that the accused have failed to submit the winding up and
repayment report to thé. SEBI as they were obligated under the
regulations. Hence it ié submitfed that tﬁe accused are !ia}ble for

oo | |

punishment. o T e rE——

13. Sh. Ravinder Tyagi counsel on behalf of accused.

D)
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submitted that the SEB! hac faileg 10 prove e case against tﬁef; )

ac;cused. It has been submitted that the SEBI had not made any
verification from the REQ!SUal’ of Comparies anc there was nothing

- on the reccrd 10 show that the accused were incharge of the
functioning of the company. Itis a{so Submittec :nat there was no .

investor complaint against the accused. It has also been submitted .

mx“\‘,—'

that the SEBI has failed to produce the postai receipt in respect of

the communications aliegedly sent to tﬁe compahy and therefore,

_so called correspondence was only manipulations. It was i
submrtted that ‘the accused no.2 and 3 were not fiable for
compliance with the direciions of the S.EE!_, especially. when they

‘had no knowledge of the regulations and when they. were not at all

involved in the affairs of the' company.. Hence it has beén prayed

that accused no.2 and 3 be acquitted.

PRI

FINDINGS.

" 14. . I have carefully considered the records and submissions
made on behalf of the SEBI and the accused.

° 15. From the evidence certain facfs seem admitted. The

BN
Government had notified in 1997 that companies which were
) o,

running Colléctive Investment -Schemes were required to file

mermatxon with SEBI regard:ng thetr schemes along with detax!s of _. e .
e . e s

amounts mobilized, the names of Directors/P.romoters etc., incase

they were desirous.of'obtaining benefit of Section 12 (1) B of the




SEBI Act 1992! Section 12 of the SEBi 1992 reguires the

A

‘registration of Stock Broker, Sub Broker. Share Transfer Agents

etc., and Section 12 (1) B relates to the requirements of registration

ceriificate from the Board by any person who was sponsoring or

omvesine Am vantiira Aanital iAo 1‘.;\‘??\" o T TTs »
Laiying Gn venwure , Capilai iunas or Laliettive Investment SCheme

including mutual funds. Section 12 (1} B of the SEBI 1992 reads as

under:

“"No person shall sponsor. or cause to be sponsored or carry
on or cause to be carried on any venture -capital funds or
collective investment scheme including mutual funds, unless he

-obtain a certificate of registration from the Board in accordance
with the regulations : -

Proﬁded that any person sp’ons?@ring or causing to he
spix;iéawrenjl, ;a;x:yixig' or cau;‘ing to be carried ohany venture °
capital funds or col.lecti:\?e irvlvestment; écheme o?érating in the
securities r.narket inu'nediately Lefore the commencement of the
Securities Laws ( Amendment ) Agt 1895, fof which no
certificate or  registration  was required prior to. such
coz-“xlméxxcement, may continue to :operate- “till such  time

regulations are made under clause (d) of sub -section (2) of

—

4

section 30" -
17. Even as per regulation 3 of the SEBI (Collective

investment Scheme)} Regulations, there is compiete bar on any




N

1o
perscn ciner man a Cellective Investment Management Company
which has obtaimad a ceruficaie carrying on or sponsoringWOr
launching a CIS.

18. It is thus. amply clear that under the SEBI Act 1992 no

persan could carry on a Collective Investment Scheme without the

certificate of régisrration granted by the Boarc. The proTi;o T

-

permitted such person who was already carrying on Collective

Investment Scheme before the commencing of the Securities Law
(Amendment) Act 1995 to do so till such ume regulations were
made u/s 30 {d}(2)-if the Act. Thus Lhe proviso entitled a person to

- continue the Collective Investment Scheme without registration only

till’ the pr omuigatrcn of the regulat:ons in. this case that déte'is.

.-

151099, : | L
16. ‘fum'i'ng&o the “present case i't may be»:'no’ticed that the
accused com',ba:'wy.hgd submitted théi‘r‘ letter ésjated i4.1.98 in.
résponse 10 the "notification” dated’ 19.11.97. Thé Government of
!nd:a hac issued a prass release dated 18 11 97 and it- |s.m
0 \\ SN response 10 that, that the accused companv submttted its detail
vide Ext.CW1:1. That atself satisfies the first requ:rement that the -
accused were involved in the Collective mvestment Schemes

dealing with Agro and Plantatiof\ Bonds. As regards the role of the

T ——— = = - - .
accused it may be mentioned here that the company itself had

intimated vide Ext.CW1/1 that the directors were the accused




Maninder Singh (PO), Manmohan Singh. Smt. Paramjeet Kaur and™

e .

v i
" Sh. Surendey Singhwg‘ﬁ,?,@). The tetter while specaitficaliy describing

e

the accused Pramjeet Kaur as being incharge of the administration
of the company does not specifically dJdescribe the accused

"Manmohan Singh as a non-functionihg director. In the

accused to shew that they iall within the exctusion provided for

under Section 27 of the SEBI Act, 1992. The onus is on the

accused 1o prove-that they were not involved in nor w‘m_are iqcharge
- of the affairs cf the company. \When the SEBI has placad the letter
- of the accused describing themsel\}es as directors the SEBI has
}_uxsc( .arged the onus placed on it to prove their !iabilit)}. Thereatter,
it fell on the accused to show that they were neither xncharge of the
Pompénys afiairs. nor were workmg dlrectors !n the absen‘ce of

such evidence produced by the. accuseo it has to be ¢: mcluded that

e accused named in-the complaiht are Iiable for the affairs of the

company.accused no. 1,

17 As regards knowledge of the requirements under the SEBI

\*\\\' Act and the regulations of 1 999 it must be observed that when the

accused vide their comuliance certificate enclosed with' E_xt.CW1/1'

- /\ had undertaken 10 cémply with further directions of CIS as may be

issued by the SEBI from time to time. they had bound themselves

to keep themselves informed of such directions. The letters sent to




the accusec were sent ic the address furnished by the accuséd
had

themselves in Ext. CW1.1. The letter Ex.CW1.2 cialed 27.2.99 was
sent by the accusec to the SEB! n order 0 explain the use oi
words "amcunt collected” as having been collected prior to

18.12.97 in response to the SEBl's own response. This indicates

———

T

"o »

that the ietters .s._eni by the SEB! had in fact be., n mceuved by-the
accused at the given address and yet they are now trying to
extricaie themse:lves on the plea that the postal Jeceipts have not
@ been place'd on the record by the SEBL. - ' o
13.  Be that as it may. the SEBf has placed on record the
returngd envelope Ext CW1/7 bontammg the ietter of the SEBI
dé:écAi”iQ.'S.ZO_'Ob_ addressed to the company which returned with the
rer“ark "*eft’l-The 's(;bseque'nt letters 'c'a'f 31 July.#’éOOO contaiﬁing
the format of the WRR -and the letter dated 18 12 2000 contammg
the di ectnons -of the SEB! Chalrman brough on record, as

Ex.CW1/9-12 were also returned to the SEBi_as unclaimed.

19. . When the accused were aware of their obligations under
‘ . the SEBI regulations they ought to have iniormed the SEBI of any
K{\Tf\r\ change in their address which they have failed to do. Moreover, the

SEB| had issued a pubkic notice in the newspapers on 1_4"‘A

January, 2001 which would have been again sufficient to infoyrm the

——

ascused of their legal obligations. The name of the company was

also mentioned at seriai nc.89 in the public notice dated 14.1.2001.

-~

Ry el
—— : o T R TR e T
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“~.

The evicence on the record. therefcre. telies the clam of thess,
h3L

g;‘
aCCUsec that they did not know about the requirements uncer the

regulaaions‘ Rather. from the evidence on record. the contrary IS

mace cut  that despite knowtedge of the obligations under the

SEBI Act. 1992 and the SEBI regulations. 1999 the accusec willtully

_ failed to comply with.the requirements and neither applied for

registration nor submitted the winding up and repayment re.port as

directed by the SEBI. Cha:rman within the stipulated nme

v

CONCLUSION

>

20. in the circumetances, it has to be concluded that the

nomplamant has funy proved ils case agannef the accused. The
O v RG]

accused Capital Forestry lented Manmoh Smgh and Param eet

Kour are, therefore found gunlty of vrolattng Regu!atlon 5 (1) riw

Regulation 68(1) 68(2) 73 and 74 of the, SEBI { Collecttve

investment Scheme) Regulation 1999 R!W Section 118 an'd 12 (1) )

B of the SEBI Act 1992 punishable u/s 24(1) R/W Seciion 27 ‘of the
SEBI Act 1992

The accused are entitled to ke heard on sentence.

e oahlewsn

Announced in the Open Court. " (ASHA MENON)
Dated: 17.8.06 Addl Sessions Judge:
; . Delhi.

- f""@&*/\‘j\*’ C‘QV\-Lu:.i— R
AL Corl a,t‘ﬁcc,omﬂlﬁm. .

aad - e aw TR . . ———
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. INTHE COURT OF MS ASHA MENON: ASJ: DELHI.

c;“\o 142/05 - '
\
SEBI”  VS. CAPITAL FORESTRY LTD & OTHERS
ORDER ON SENTENCE

...z 1 have heard Sh. Sachit Sethia. proxy counscl for SEBI and

Counsel Sh. Ravinder Tvagi for the accused on quantun ol sentence.

&

Learned Counsel for-accused submits that a lenient view may be

taken, in view of the fact that there are no investor complaints against, the

accused company.
Keeping in mind all the facts and circumstances of this case, L am

of the vnew that imposing of-a fine of Rs.3.000/- each on the gccused

cnmpdny and its Durectors Sh. Manmohan Singh and P‘uam_gpa{déaﬁpwould
D e

meet the “ends of ]usm.e In the event of defauly.in the payment of this fine,

the dCCLISCd wgnmohan Sm"h and accused Paramjeet K.lur shal] ‘undergo

sxmplc xmpmsonmem for two months. On payment of fine the ht,rsnml bonds A

and >u1et7a bonds of the auused shall stand x.ameiled and-the smeues wﬂl

stand discharged.

File be consigned to the records.

Announced in the Open Court. - (ASHA MENON)-
Dated: 18.8.2006. : Addl. Sessions Judge: Delhi.
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