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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Contenpt Petition (Civil) No. 412 of 2012 in
Cvil Appeal No. 9813 of 2011

S.EB.I. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

SAHARA | NDI A REAL ESTATE CORPN. LTD. &CRS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for stay and office report)

W TH

Contenpt Petition (Gvil) No. 413 of 2012 in CA No. 9833/2011

(Wth appln. for stay and office report)

I A Nos. 68-69, 70-71, 72-73 and 76-77, 78-79, 80-81 in CA No. 9813/2011
(Wth appln. for directions, appropriate orders, permssion to file
addl . docunents on record and office report)

A No.1 in Contenpt Petition (C No..... in CA No. 9813/2011

(Appl n. seeking permission to file contenpt petition and office report)
Contenpt Petition (CGivil) No. 260 of 2013 in CA No. 8643/2012

Date: 11/12/2013 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE K. S. RADHAKRI SHNAN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE JAGDI SH SI NGH KHEHAR

For Petitioner(s)
Arvind P. Datar, Sr. Adv.
Prat ap Venugopal , Adv.
Sur ekha Ranan, Adv.
Meenakshi Chauhan, Adv.
. Gaurav nair, Adv.

for Ms. K J. John & Co.
For Respondent (s)
C. A. Sundaram Sr. Adv.
Gaut am Awast hi, Adv.
Gaur av Mal hotra, Adv.
Ayush Choudhary, Adv.
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Rakesh Dwi vedi, Sr. Adv.
Shal | y Bhasi n Maheshwari, Adv.

C. A. Sundaram Sr. Adv.

K. K Lahiri, Adv.

Keshav Mohan, Adv.

Gaurav Kejriwal, Adv. L. 2] -
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Si nr anj eet Si ngh, Adv.
Sati sh Ki shan Chandani, Adv.
Jatin Pore, Adv.
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M. S. Ganesh, Sr. Adv.
K. K. Lahiri, Adv.
Keshav Mohan, Adv.
Gaurav Kejriwal, Adv.
Si nranj eet Singh, Adv.
Sati sh Ki shan Chandani, Adv.
Jatin Pore, Adv.
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Vi shwapal Si ngh, Adv.



Ms. Manju Jetley, Adv.
M. Gagan Gupta, Adv.

Ms. Sunmita Hazari ka, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Heard counsel on either side.

Following our orders dated 28.10.2013, 01.11.2013 and
21.11. 2013, M. C A Sundaram |earned senior counsel, has taken
us through Annexure-A, filed along with A No.82 of 2013, which
gi ves details of various properties which the alleged contemmors
have agreed to offer to SEBI. Reference was specifically nade to
properties nentioned at Item Nos. 68, 69 and 70, which, according
to M. Sundaram would fetch a value of nore than ‘11,000 crores.

M. Arvind Datar, |earned senior counsel appearing for the
SEBI, prayed for sone time to verify the same as well as the
valuation reports filed along with the 1A in support of that
prayer. However, he subnmitted that if it is the stand of the
al | eged contemors that they had refunded the anounts {'17443
crores approximately in case of SIRECL and ‘5442  crores
approximately in case of SHICL},
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then they should produce the relevant records, duly certified by a
competent authority which is acceptable in a Court of |[aw,
indicating the sources from which they got the noney for
repaynent, as requested vide SEBlI's |letter dated May 28, 2013.

Put up on January 09, 2014 at 2.00 p.m

| (N. S. K. Kanesh) | | (Renuka Sadana)
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| Court Master | | Court Master



