BEFORE THE ADJUDICATING OFFICER
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
[ADJUDICATION ORDER NO. Order/PM/AN/2021-22/12212-12213]

UNDER SECTION 15-1 OF SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA ACT,
1992 READ WITH RULE 5 OF SEBI (PROCEDURE FOR HOLDING INQUIRY AND
IMPOSING PENALTIES) RULES, 1995

In respect of —
Umashankar S.

(PAN- ANUPS2006D)

and

Raja Lakshmi Srivaiguntam
(PAN- BOPPS3150H)

In the matter of Palred Technologies Limited

BACKGROUND

1.

Securities and Exchange Board of India (hereinafter referred to as “SEBI”)
conducted an investigation into the scrip of Palred Technologies Limited (hereinafter
referred to as “PTL/ Company”) for the period from September 18, 2012 to
November 30, 2013 (hereinafter referred to as “the investigation period/ IP”) to
ascertain the possible violation of the provisions of the SEBI Act, 1992 (hereinafter
referred to as “SEBI Act”) and SEBI (Prohibition of Insider Trading) Regulations,
1992 (hereinafter referred to as “PIT Regulations 1992”).

PTL was incorporated in the year 1999. The Company had changed its name from
Four Soft Limited to PTL w.e.f. December 09, 2013. The scrip of PTL was listed on
National Stock Exchange Limited (hereinafter referred to as “NSE”) and Bombay
Stock Exchange (hereinafter referred to as “BSE”). The names of the directors

during the investigation period were as follows:



Directors 01-Sep-2012 to 31-Mar-2014
Name Designation Date of Date of
Joining Cessation

Palem S. Reddy Chairman & Managing Director 24.12.1999 NA

A. Mohan Krishna Non-Executive Independent 19.06.2009 NA

Reddy Director

T.R.Sivarama Non-Executive Independent 06.02.2009 NA

Krishnan Director

Edara Srinivas Non-Executive Independent 19.03.2009 NA

Prasad Director

Prof.Janat Shah Non-Executive Independent 12.11.2010 01.10.2013
Director

K.V.Ramakrishna Nominee Director 11.10.2005 30.09.2013

P Soujanya Reddy Non-Executive Director 09.08.2011 13.10.2013

A.Sridhar Company Secretary and 10.08.2012 09.03.2013

M. Raghuram Compliance Officer 09.03.2013] NA

3. SEBI Investigation revealed that PTL made a corporate announcement of slump
sale on August 10, 2013 of its software solutions business to Kewill group and a
one-time special dividend post the closure of sale transaction on October 14, 2013.
Both these information being price sensitive information, it was alleged in the
investigation report that Palem Srikanth Reddy, the Chairman and Managing
Director (CMD) of PTL, employees of PTL, past employees of PTL and certain other
entities including Umashankar S. and Raja Lakshmi Srivaiguntam, traded during the
UPSI period that preceded the actual announcement to the public. The CMD of the
company acquired shares from the beginning of discussions till the signing of non-
binding offer between the Company and the buyers, and stopped trading thereafter.
Moreover, it was also alleged that he communicated directly or indirectly the UPSI
to other entities in the matter, who began trading in PTL shares beginning from June
2013 onwards and bought 4,25,615 shares till the announcement on August 10,
2013.



APPOINTMENT OF ADJUDICATING OFFICER

4. Pursuant to the investigation, Shri Nagendra Parekh was appointed as Adjudicating
Officer (hereinafter referred to as “AO”) SEBI Act read with Rule 3 of the SEBI
(Procedure of Holding Inquire and Imposing Penalties by Adjudicating Officer)
Rules, 1995, vide order dated June 02, 2016, to inquire into and adjudge against
Umashankar S. (hereinafter referred to as “Noticee 1”) and Raja Lakshmi
Srivaiguntam (hereinafter referred to as “Noticee 2”), in terms of Section 15G of
SEBI Act, for the alleged violation of Regulation 3(i) and 3(ii) of PIT Regulations,
1992 and Section 12A(d) and 12A(e) of the SEBI Act read with Regulation 12 of
SEBI (Prevention of Insider Trading) Regulations, 2015 (hereinafter referred to as
"PIT Regulations 2015") by the Noticees. Subsequently, the matter of conducting
Adjudication Proceedings in the matter of PTL was assigned to the undersigned and
the undersigned was appointed as AO vide Order dated May 18, 2017. The
appointment of the undersigned as AO was communicated vide communique dated
August 02, 2017.

SHOW CAUSE NOTICE, REPLY AND HEARING

5. Show Cause Notice No. SEBI/EAD/PM/RR/18365/2017 and
SEBI/EAD/PM/RR/18368/2017, both dated August 03, 2017 (hereinafter referred to
as “SCN”), were issued to Noticee 1 and Noticee 2 respectively, in terms of Rule
4(1) of SEBI (Procedure for Holding Inquiry and imposing penalties by Adjudicating

Officer) Rules, 1995 (hereinafter referred to as “Adjudication Rules”).

[# With effect from March 8, 2019, SEBI (Procedure for Holding Inquiry and Imposing Penalties by
Adjudicating Officer) Rules, 1995 was amended to SEBI (Procedure for Holding Inquiry and Imposing
Penalties) Rules, 1995]

6. | note that aforesaid SCNs issued to the Noticees were common. The aforesaid
SCNs placed the Unpublished Price Sensitive Information (UPSI) under two heads
i.e. UPSI in respect of Slump sale of software solution business to Kewill group
(‘UPSI-I') and UPSI in respect of Declaration of Interim Dividend of Rs. 29 per share
and reduction of 50% of the capital of the Company by paying a value of Rs. 29 per



share (‘UPSI-II'). As per the SCN, UPSI-I came into existence on September 18,
2012, when the non-disclosure agreement (‘NDA’) was executed between the
buyers and the company, and continued till the decision of the slump sale of the
business was announced by the Company on August 10, 2013. Therefore, the
period of UPSI-I was considered to be September 18, 2012 to August 10, 2013 and
the Company informed that the trading window closure period was from August 08,
2013 to August 13, 2103. Similarly, UPSI-Il came into existence on September 12,
2013 (the day when decision to refund by capital reduction was first initiated) and
continued till October 14, 2013 (the day when the Company informed BSE that the
BoD at their meeting held on October 13, 2013 had approved the dividend of Rs.
29/- per share and reduction of capital to the extent of 50% of paid up capital by
paying Rs. 29/- per share). Therefore, the UPSI-II period was September 12, 2013
to October 14, 2013 and the Company informed that the trading window closure
period was from October 10, 2013 to October 15, 2013. The SCN alleged that the
Noticee 1 was an employee of the Company between August 2007 to January 2010.
The Noticee 1 was Vice President- Product Management and Marketing of the
Company who headed a team of functional analysts that used to work on product
features specs definition, support pre-sales efforts and corporate communications
at PTL. Further, the Noticee 1 was reporting to Palem Reddy i.e. CMD of the
Company (now Late Mr. Palem S Reddy). In his reply, the Noticee 1 had submitted
that he was in contact with MD of the Company even after his exit from the Company.
From the KYC details, it is observed that the income of Noticee 1 was Rs. 25 lacs
during the investigation period. With regard to Noticee 2, she is wife of Noticee 1.
From KYC details, it is observed that the income of Noticee 2 was in the range of
Rs. 1 lac — Rs. 5 lac during the investigation period. It was alleged that both the
Noticees had purchased shares of the Company during UPSI-I and UPSI-II period.
Apart from trading in shares of the Company, Noticee 1 had traded in GMR Infra
during April 2011 and August 2011. However, his wife Noticee 2 has transacted
only in shares of the Company and that too during UPSI-I and UPSI-II period. It was
further alleged that 100% of her trading activity of Noticee 2 was in shares of the
Company during the period April 2011 to June 2013. The total transaction value of

both the Noticees in shares of the Company amounts to approximately Rs. 17.50



lacs. Upon seeking rationale for trading in shares of the Company during the UPSI-
| period, Noticee 1 had submitted that most of his purchases were based on posting
on portal/moneycontrol/speculations on dividend etc. However, it was observed that
nearly 50% of the transactions of his wife i.e., Noticee 2 was in the UPSI-I period.
Noticee 1 had submitted that he sold the shares of PTL on receipt of dividend. Upon
analysing the bank statement submitted by the Noticees, it was observed that there
were various cash deposits made by Noticee 1 in the account of Noticee 2. Further,
credits were also on account of loans against FDs. Therefore, the transactions in the
shares of the Company were funded through cash deposits and loans against FDs.
From the aforestated facts, it was observed that the Noticee 1, being an ex-
employee of PTL, was reporting to Late Mr. Palem S Reddy who was CMD of the
Company and he was associated with him even after exiting the Company since he
had sent a congratulatory note to him through an email sometime after the
announcement of slump sale. This highlights the fact that he was in touch with Late
Mr. Palem S. Reddy, who was his immediate boss, even after his exit from the
Company. Hence it was concluded that he had received information relating to slump
sale from Palem Reddy. Further, majority of the transactions of both the Noticees
was in shares of Palred Technlogies Ltd during the UPSI-I period. It was further
noticed that these entities who had so far i.e. before the UPSI, not traded majorly in
any scrip, had suddenly borrowed funds to invest in the shares of PTL. Such
behaviour on their part is seen to be a result of certain insider information of making
gains which they evidently were in possession of. In the above scenario, therefore it
was alleged that the Noticee 1 had access to PSI. Hence, he is considered to be an
“‘insider” as stated under Reg. 2(e) of the PIT Regulations, 1992. Further, his wife
i.e., Noticee 2 being relative of connected person is "deemed connected person" in
terms of provisions of Reg. 2(h)(viii) of the PIT Regulations, 1992 and hence also an
insider. As insiders, both the Noticees had traded in the shares of the Company
during UPSI period. In view of the above facts, it was concluded that both the
Noticees have dealt in shares of the Company on the basis of possession of UPSI
thereby violated the provisions of Regulation 3(i) and 3(ii) of SEBI PIT Regulations,
1992 and Regulation 12A(d) and 12A(e) of the SEBI Act read with Regulation 12 of
SEBI PIT Regulations, 2015.



7.

In response to the SCNs, | note that the Noticee 1 has filed replies for self and his
wife (i.e. Noticee 2). First reply received from Noticee 1 is dated August 27, 2017
and thereafter Reply dated March 05, 2021 is received. It is also noted that vide
letter dated August 27, 2017, Noticee 1 has forwarded the reply as submitted by
him, during the 11B proceedings against him and his wife (i.e. Noticee 2).
Considering Covid- 19 situation prevailing in the country and in the interest of
everyone concerned, Noticees were provided a hearing opportunity on March 10,
2021 online through videoconferencing on the Webex platform. It is noted that the
said hearing was postponed upon the request of the Noticees and another
opportunity of hearing was provided to the Noticees, on April 15, 2021. The
Authorized Representatives namely Shri Sumit Agarwal, Mr. Vijay Ranjan, Ms.
Priyanka Chavan, Advocates i/b Regstreet Law Advisors attended the hearing and

reiterated the submissions made by the Noticees.

Submissions of the Noticees vide letter of the Noticee 1 dated August 27, 2017 and,
March 05, 2021 are briefly summarized as hereunder:

a. That he once again admit that the entire trading in the shares of PTL mentioned
against his name and in the name of his wife have all been done by him.

b. That the Hon’ble WTM vide his order dated August 13, 2019, had exonerated
him and his wife.

c. That Prakash Lohia, Umashankar S. and Raja Lakshmi Srivaiguntam: Prakash
Lohia [January 2007 — April 2011] and Mr. Umashankar S. [August 2007 to
January 2010] were the former employees of PTL. During the course of
investigation, both these persons were alleged to be in contact with the
Managing Director of PTL, Mr. Palem Srikanth Reddy. Ms. Raja Lakshmi
Srivaiguntam is the wife of Mr. Umashankar S.

d. That they were regular traders in the market and based on the public
information, specially the financial result declared on May 30, 2013, in which
PTL was shown to double its profit in annual result 2012-13 they had traded in
the scrip of PTL. They had no UPSI with them. They were not in touch with any
employee of PTL after they left PTL, except the congratulatory email sent to the

MD after the announcement of Slump sale.



. That three years and eight months after my exit from PTL, M/s. PTL was
acquired by Kewill Group of UK.

That the decision to go for capital reduction either by declaring dividend or by
buyback or by other means was already taken in the meeting held on August
10, 2013. In other words, all sensitive information regarding slump sale and
capital reduction / dividend were in public domain on August 10, 2013 itself. It
is only the quantum of Rs.29 as dividend that was decided on October 13, 2013
and conveyed to the Bombay Stock Exchange on October 14, 2013.

. That you may kindly appreciate that once the company decided that there would
be capital reduction by paying dividend or by other means, anyone with a
background in finance (I am MBA in Finance and also ICWA) could roughly
calculate the quantum of dividend as well. It was not difficult for me to calculate
the anticipated dividend on the basis of data available in public domain. In the
slump sale of $ 43.4 million (approximately Rs.275 crores) with 3.9 lacs equity
Sshares, the valuation per share could be pegged at Rs.70. With cash
consideration in the same at Rs. 140 crores distributed against 3.9 lacs shares,
the dividend could easily be estimated at Rs.36 per share.

. That at an ongoing price of Rs.18 per share and anticipated dividend payout
between Rs.36 — Rs.70 per share as calculated above, the shares of PTL were
an excellent buy for any discerning investor.

That his reporting to Shri Reddy ceased from sometime in October 2007, i.e.,
almost five years prior to the allegation contained in the Notice.

That insofar as his “contact” with Shri Reddy is concerned, it is solely being
presumed on the basis of one congratulatory mail that he sent to Shri Reddy
after the conclusion of the slump sale. Moreover, the information regarding his
sending this congratulatory mail to Shri Reddy was volunteered by him in his
conversation with the SEBI officials without suspecting the damage it may
cause.

That his income during Financial Year 2012-13 was Rs. 51,31,776 and in
Financial Year 2013-14 it was Rs. 43,26,588. His return of income for
Assessment Year 2013-14 and 2014-15 and also Form No.16A are enclosed.



l.

that his first purchase of shares of PTL was on June 14, 2013, whereas UPSI-I
had already started on September 18, 2012, i.e., approximately 9 months after
the UPSI-I started. Further, his purchases in about 320 calendar days of UPSI-
| were only on 13 days and during that period | purchased 22755 shares and
sold 5000 shares. It may not be out of place to mention that the media reports
on the annual results of M/s. PTL for year ending 31.3.2013 which was
published on 30.05.2013 announced:

“Four Soft doubles its profit in annual results for 2012-13”. It is this information
available in public domain, which prompted his first purchase of PTL share on
June 14, 2013. That his aggregate purchases including those on two
subsequent dates as listed above amounted to 6000 shares of which he sold
5000 shares on July 10, 2013.

That he had purchased 25700 shares of GMR Infra in Financial Year 2011-12
for an aggregate value of Rs.10,32,290. Further, the value of his transactions
in PTL quantified at Rs.17.50 lacs is also correct of which his transactions
during both UPSIs were only for Rs.2.93 lacs. That his trading activity in the
stock market is nothing new as his aggregate purchases in Financial Year 2004-
05 was approximately Rs.10.60 crores, in 2005-06 it was Rs.2.92 crores, in
2006-07 it was Rs.2.24 crores which started declining from 2009-10 on account
of my consistent losses in the stock market

That as regards the observation, the details of cash deposits in his wife’s

account with Lakshmi Vilas Bank are as under:

09.07.2013 Rs.40,000
11.07.2013 Rs.13,000
20.07.2013 Rs.18,000
Total: Rs.71,000

That he confirms that as explained in his telephonic conversation with the SEBI
official, these deposits were made from my withdrawal from the Citi Bank
account through ATM. In fact, the corresponding withdrawal entry could be seen

in my Citi Bank statement which he had sent through email.



. That as for the loans, the following amounts were drawn against his fixed

deposits as under:

23.07.2013 Rs.1,50,000
08.08.2013 Rs.1,00,000
22.08.2013 Rs.3,69,000

that the first two amounts were only part of his one fixed deposit. In fact, by
withdrawing these small amounts he was only trying to bridge his short term
requirement of funds. In the alternative, he had the option of encashing the fixed
deposits but considering the fact that it was a short term requirement he
preferred to draw smaller amounts against the fixed deposits. Further, the final
amount shown against August 22, 2013 is not a loan but the final encashment
of the remaining amount of that FDR. Moreover, the said amount Rs.3,69,000
is in the non UPSI period and, therefore, is of no relevance in the context of the
present allegation. He may further mention here that he had also raised a loan
of Rs.5.81 lacs in his own name on August 29, 2013, once again in the non
UPSI period.

. That all the observations are merely based on suspicion without any evidence.
The fact that he had received information regarding slump sale and that his
trading in the shares were a result of certain insider information and also that it
was “clearly established” that he had access to PSI are all observations based
on mere suspicion. Further, the observation that he had not traded majorly in
any scrip before UPSI is equally incorrect.

That in past, he had not only borrowed funds from the banks but also withdrawn
money from provident fund to invest in the stock market.

That SEBI Investigation unfortunately interpreted my one single
inconsequential congratulatory e-mail (and that too in post UPSI-I period as
mentioned earlier) to my ex-employer as my being “in contact with MD of PTL
even after (my) exit from PTL”

That he is not a connected person and, therefore, not an insider, his wife too

cannot be labelled as a “deemed connected person” and, therefore, an “insider”.



u. That the Price Sensitive Information regarding slump sale and declaration of
dividend was passed on by Shri Reddy to him was without any basis and
evidence and was based merely on suspicion, conjecture and surmises.

v. That in the interest of justice and to avoid multiplicity of proceedings arising out
of identical set of facts, the instant Notice issued by your goodself should more
appropriately be withdrawn since he already stand exonerated by a higher
authority of SEBI.

Case laws referred by the Noticees in submissions are as follows:

a. Dilip S Pendse Vs. SEBI (Appeal No. 80 of 2009 dated November 19, 2009)

b. BPL Ltd. Vs. SEBI (38 SCL 310)

c. Samir Arora Vs. SEBI (59 SCL 96)

d. Mrs. Chandrakala Vs. SEBI (Appeal No. 209 of 2011 dated 31/01/2012)

CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES AND FINDINGS

9.

| have carefully perused the charges levelled against the Noticees, their replies
dated August 27, 2017 and March 05, 2021, presentation made during the hearing
and the documents/ material available on record. The issues that arise for

consideration in the present case are:

Issue No. I: Whether the Noticees have violated the provisions of Regulation
3(i) and 3(ii) of PIT Regulations, 1992 and Section 12A(d) and 12A(e) of the
SEBI Act read with Regulation 12 of PIT Regulations, 20157

Issue No. II: If yes, whether the failure, on the part of the Noticees would
attract monetary penalty under Section 15G of the SEBI Act, for the violation

as mentioned in Issue No. I?

Issue No. lll: If yes, what would be the monetary penalty that can be imposed
upon the Noticees taking into consideration the factors stipulated in Section
15J of SEBI Act?



10.Before proceeding further, | would like to refer to the relevant provisions of PIT
Regulations, 1992, PIT Regulations 2015 and SEBI Act as alleged to have been
violated by the Noticees:
Relevant provisions of PIT Regulations, 1992:
Definitions
Regulation 2(e) “insider” means any person who -

i. is or was connected with the company or is deemed to have been connected
with the company and is reasonably expected to have access to unpublished
price sensitive information in respect of securities of a company, or

ii. has received or has had access to such unpublished price sensitive
information;

Regulation 2(h) “person is deemed to be a connected person”, if such
person—

(viii) relatives of the connected person;

Prohibition on dealing, communicating or counselling on matters relating to
insider trading.
Regulation 3. No insider shall—
i. either on his own behalf or on behalf of any other person, deal in securities of
a company listed on any stock exchange [when in possession of] any
unpublished price sensitive information; or
ii. communicate [or] counsel or procure directly or indirectly any unpublished
price sensitive information to any person who while in possession of such
unpublished price sensitive information shall not deal in securities :
Provided that nothing contained above shall be applicable to any
communication required in the ordinary course of business [or profession or
employment] or under any law.

Relevant provisions of PIT Requlations, 2015:

Repeal and Savings

Regulation 12. (1) The Securities and Exchange Board of India (Prohibition of Insider
Trading) Regulations, 1992 are hereby repealed.

(2) Notwithstanding such repeal,—



(a) the previous operation of the repealed regulations or anything duly done or
suffered thereunder, any right, privilege, obligation or liability acquired, accrued or
incurred under the repealed regulations, any penalty, forfeiture or punishment
incurred in respect of any offence committed against the repealed regulations, or
any investigation, legal proceeding or remedy in respect of any such right, privilege,
obligation, liability, penalty, forfeiture or punishment as aforesaid, shall remain
unaffected as if the repealed requlations had never been repealed; and

(b) anything done or any action taken or purported to have been done or taken
including any adjudication, enquiry or investigation commenced or show-cause
notice issued under the repealed regulations prior to such repeal, shall be deemed
to have been done or taken under the corresponding provisions of these regulations;
(3) After the repeal of Securities and Exchange Board of India (Prohibition of Insider
Trading) Regulations, 1992, any reference thereto in any other regulations made,
guidelines or circulars issued thereunder by the Board shall be deemed to be a
reference to the corresponding provisions of these regulations.

Relevant provisions of SEBI Act, 1992

Prohibition of manipulative and deceptive devices, insider trading

and substantial acquisition of securities or control.

Regulation 12A. No person shall directly or indirectly—

(d) engage in insider trading;

(e) deal in securities while in possession of material or non-public
information or communicate such material or non-public information to any other
person, in a manner which is in contravention of the provisions of this Act or

the rules or the regulations made thereunder;
11.Now | deal with the issues on merit in the matter.
Issue No. I: Whether the Noticees have violated the provisions of Regulation 3(i)

and 3(ii) of PIT Regulations, 1992 and Section 12A(d) and 12A(e) of the SEBI Act
read with Regulation 12 of PIT Regulations, 2015?



12.As regards the Issue no. |, | note that the Noticees have denied all charges and
allegations levied in the SCN. The Noticees have also submitted that they have been
exonerated from the charges of violations of Regulation 3(i) and (ii) of PIT
Regulations, 1992 and Section 12A(d) and 12A(e) of SEBI Act, 1992 read with
regulation 12 of SEBI (Prohibition of Insider Trading) Regulations, 2015 for the same
set of allegations, in the similar matter under 11B proceedings by Hon’ble WTM,
SEBI vide his Order dated August 13, 2019. | further note from the said Order of
Hon’ble WTM, SEBI that the UPSI- | period was revised from “September 18, 2012
to August 10, 2013” to “May 09, 2013 to August 10, 2013” and UPSI- Il period was
revised from “September 12, 2013 to October 14, 2013 (at 08:54 hrs)” to “October
4, 2013 to October 14, 2013 (at 08:54 hrs)”. From perusal of the said Order dated
August 13, 2019 of the WTM in the matter passed under section 11(1), 11(4) and
11B of SEBI Act and considering the facts, figures and material on record, | am also
of the view taken by the Hon’ble WTM w.r.t. the revised UPSI- | i.e. “May 09, 2013
to August 10, 2013” and revised UPSI- Il period i.e. “October 4, 2013 to October 14,
2013 (at 08:54 hrs). It is noted that the Noticee 1 was an employee of the Company
and was working in PTL during August 2007 to January 2010. He was Vice
President- Product Management and Marketing of the Company who headed a team
of functional analysts that used to work on product features specs definition, support
pre-sales efforts and corporate communications at PTL and he was reporting to the
CMD of the Company i.e. Late Mr. Palem S Reddy. Noticee 2 is a wife of Noticee 1.
It is also submitted by the Noticee 1 that the trading on behalf of his wife i.e. Noticee
2, was actually done by him. It is alleged in the SCN that the major transactions of
Mr. Umashankar S. and his wife were only in the scrip of PTL during the period of
UPSI. They are found to have invested in the scrip of PTL after borrowing the funds.
The pattern of the trading of Noticee 1 & 2 suggested possession of PSI. The
investigation has alleged Noticee 1 & 2 to be an ‘insider in terms of SEBI PIT
Regulations, 1992. Noticee 2 being relative of the connected person is ‘deemed to
be connected person’ in terms of the provisions of Regulation 2(h)(viii) of the PIT
Regulations and is also an ‘insider’. In response to the allegations as levelled against
the Noticees, Noticee 1 has, inter-alia, submitted that he was regular trader in the

market and based on the public information, especially the financial result declared



on May 30, 2013, in which PTL was shown to double its profit in annual result 2012-
13, had traded in the scrip of PTL. He had no UPSI with them. He was not in touch
with any employee of PTL after he left PTL, except the congratulatory email sent to
the MD after the announcement of slump sale. | note the trade details of Noticee 1

& 2 in the scrip of PTL, as follows:

Umashankar S (Noticee 1)

Buy Sell Avg Buy Avg Sell Buy

Day Date Quantity Quantity price price Amount T —

14-Jun-2013 1000 0 12.46 0.00 12,457.50 0.00
03-Jul-2013 50 0 13.55 0.00 677.50 0.00
05-Jul-2013 4950 0 14.74 0.00 72,969.80 0.00
10-Jul-2013 0 5000 0.00 14.35 0.00 71,746.15
27-Aug-2013 4000 0 28.00 0.00f 1,11,994.05 0.00
28-Aug-2013 11200 0 26.59 0.00| 2,97,755.15 0.00
29-Aug-2013 7000 0 26.85 0.00f 1,87,950.00 0.00
30-Aug-2013 4000 0 29.30 0.00f 1,17,200.00 0.00
03-Sep-2013 900 0 32.25 0.00 29,025.00 0.00
19-Sep-2013 428 0 27.53 0.00 11,784.00 0.00
30-Sep-2013 1000 0 33.47 0.00 33,470.00 0.00
01-Oct-2013 1000 0 33.05 0.00 33,050.00 0.00
03-Oct-2013 2022 0 32.44 0.00 65,595.00 0.00
22-Oct-2013 0 31700 0.00 15.90 0.00 5,04,030.00

Rajalakshmi (Noticee 2)

Buy ~ Sell  Avg Buy Avg Sell Buy ~ Sell

rice rice
- Quantity Quantity prt pr Amount Amount

DEVE

10-Jul-2013 5000 0 14.35 0.00 71,750.00 0.00

19-Jul-2013 1000 0 18.15 0.00 18,150.00 0.00




22-Jul-2013 1000 0 17.20 0.00 17,200.00 0.00
23-Jul-2013 2000 0 17.77 0.00 35,530.00 0.00
24-Jul-2013 1000 0 16.95 0.00 16,950.00 0.00
25-Jul-2013 750 0 16.95 0.00 12,712.50 0.00
26-Jul-2013 1250 0 18.43 0.00 23,039.85 0.00
29-Jul-2013 2000 0 17.73 0.00 35,450.00 0.00
07-Aug-2013 1525 0 16.85 0.00 25,698.75 0.00
08-Aug-2013 1430 200 17.91 16.80 25,608.50| 3,360.00

13. It is noted that the trades of Noticee 1 are mostly during the period when information

regarding slump sale was in public domain (August 27, 2013 to 30 August 2013). In
June & July 2013, during the UPSI-I period, he purchased 6,000 shares of PTL and
sold 5,000 shares. Thus the pattern of trading of Noticee 1 does not show that he
was trading with a UPSI of Slump Sale. As far as trades of Noticee 2, Rajalakshmi
are concerned, it is noted that all her trades were from July 10, 2013 onwards. She
purchased 16955 shares of PTL during the period till August 8, 2013 and unlike
Noticee 1, she sold only 200 shares of PTL. Her trading was only in the scrip of PTL
during this period. It is also noted that after the announcement of Slump sale on
August 10, 2013, Noticee 2 purchased 19,545 (15,000 shares on August 22, 2013;
1,000 shares on August 23, 2013 and 3,545 shares on August 28, 2013) shares of
PTL. In reply, it is submitted that they had anticipated substantial dividend and/or
buyback. Noticees submitted that calculating the amount of money received in slump
sale and total equity, they expected a dividend in the range of Rs. 36 to Rs. 70. |
also note that Noticee 1 resigned from PTL in January 2010. Apart from the
congratulatory message sent by him to his previous MD after the announcement of
Slump Sale there is nothing on record like constant telephonic connection, email
exchanges, fund movement etc. to show that Noticee 1 was in constant connection
with Palem Reddy. For proving serious charges like insider trading, the charges

should be backed with some minimum credible evidence, beyond assumptions,



against the alleged offender. | note that the Investigation has not produced any
evidence of Umashankar and Rajalakshmi obtaining UPSI as alleged except
assuming that it was done so by virtue of previous employment of Noticee 1. In view
of the above, | am of the view that Noticee 1 & 2 have not violated Regulation 3(i)
and 3(ii) of SEBI (Prohibition of Insider Trading) Regulations, 1992 and Section
12A(d) and 12A(e) of SEBI Act, 1992 read with regulation 12 of SEBI (Prohibition of
Insider Trading) Regulations, 2015.

ORDER
14. After taking into consideration the facts and circumstances of the case, material
available on record and also the submissions of the Noticees, I, in exercise of the
powers conferred upon me under Section 15-I of the SEBI Act read with Rule 5 of

the Adjudication Rules, dispose of the SCNs issued to the Noticees.

15.In terms of the provisions of Rule 6 of the Adjudication Rules, copy of this
order is being sent to the Noticees viz. Umashankar S. & Raja Lakshmi

Srivaiguntam and also to the Securities and Exchange Board of India.

Date: June 14, 2021 Prasanta Mahapatra
Place: Mumbai Adjudicating Officer



