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BEFORE THE SECURITIES APPELLATE TRIBUNAL
| © MUMBAI

Review Application No. 3 of 2006
In .
Appeal No. 154 of 2005

Dute of decision: 02.07.2009
Securities and Exchange Board of India s Applicant

Versus

Dr. Vijay Maliya & Ors. ....Respondents

Mr. Kumar Desai, Advocate wich Mr. Anant Upadhyay, Advocate for the Appellant.
Mr. Jai Munim, Advocate with Ms, R. D’souza, Advocate for the Respondent.
CORAM : Justice N.K. Sodhi, Prasiding Officer

Samar Ray, Member

Per : Justice NLK. Sedhi, Presiding Officer (Oral) -

By our order dated March [, 2006 appeal ne. |

Ln

4 o 2005 filed by Dr. Vijay
Mallya & Others was allowed wnd the order ul‘llhe adjudicating officer imposing a
monetary penalty o!f Rg, 15,0000/ o the ..:ppekiunfn ser agide, On a consideration ol the
ewtire matter, this Tribuiel can o the conclusion that the appellante o the appeal had
not violated Regulation 8(!) ol the Sectribes and Lxchunge Board of india (Substndial

Acquisition of Shares and Takeovers; Reguiantions, 1994, The Securities and Exchange

== Board of India then filed Review Putition au. 3 ol 2000 seeking a review ol our order
=TT~ ;

wing the appeal. During the puniziey ol the petition. the appellants in the main

filed an applicaton belowe the mspondent Poard for a consent order. This

ation was filed in terms of Clavee 17 0 the ctventar dated April 20, 2007. The

fcation was considered by the internal cronnmiie ol the respondent Board and the

same was placed betore the Fiigh Powergd Crmnaow wonstioned for the purpose. The
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proposey Sl & 8T I o e Tt as B ST TR



wouid pav an aggregate ameunt ¢f Ry, $,03,000/- 1o the respondent Beard out of which

Rs. 5 lacs would e twowards reimbursenmient of legal expenses and another sum of
et

Rs. 63,900/~ towards the scilement charges making it elear that these amounts were not
—_— : - T T
oy way of penalty of anv natre whaisoever, The proposed terms waee considerzd by
—_—

the High Powered Comumillee which accepted the same and recommended their
approval by the respondent Board. The matter was then considered by a pane! of two
whoie time member of the respondent Board who :_accepu-:d the recommendation of the
High Powered Commities. {t wus then that the applicants (appellants in the maiy
appeal) filed the present applicadon seeking appt‘é»wﬂ ol this Tribunal 10 the proposed
terms and the praver made 15 ihal the review petjition as weil as the main appeal be

disposed off as per the consent terms proposed by Lh: app!iéams:
| .
We have heard the [earped counsel for the parties and having regard 1o the
’ ! |

nature of the charge levelled against the applicants the findings on which had been

"

reversed by this Tribunal, we are of the view that the ends of justice would be

adegquately met if the proceedings oetween the applicants and the respondent Board are
put to an end and the main appeal logether with the review petition are disposed off as

. . i
per the proposed terms. We order actordingly. No custs,

Salie
Jrmtiew MR Sodhi
Presiding-Oflicer

Sd/-
Samar Ray
Member
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