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Dear Sir,

ThishasreferencetotheletterdatedJuiy25,20:.6videreferenceNo.
CFD/CMD/PM/SKS/owl2og22l2016oisecuritiesExchangeBoardoflndiaforDisclosureof
theStatementoflmpactonAuditQualificationsintermsofSEBICircularNo.
CIR/CFD/CMDl56l2O16 dated May 27' 2016 read with SEBI(Listing obligations and

T)isclosure Requirements)(Amendment) Regulations 2016 in which sEBI has directed to submit

the above statement from the financiar year 2or2-13 onwards during which the qualiflcatiotts

existed. As per requirement of SEBI \^'e are enclosing relevant Statements of lmpact of Audit

Qualifications for Standalone & consoliclatecl financial statements for the financial year ended

2or2_13, zor3_r4 a,'d.2or4-15. There are no audit quarification in the financial year 2015-16'

This is for your kind information and record' please'

Thanking You,

Yours faithfullY,

CC: SEBI MUMBAI- FOR INFORMATION PLtrASE.

For $ps Industries' Limited

& General Managgr Legal



n r\'* STATEMENT ON IMPACT OI'AUDIT QUALIFICATIoNS-: Er{ Spnus o['REGrru[TIoN gg or sncuRrrrEs AnD EncrrAt{cu BoARD or
j INDIA'(IISTING OBLIGATI9NS AIID DISCLOSURE RDQUIREMENTSI

\pctrr"aTroNs, 2015 A![D crR/crD/cMD l66l2OL6 DATED MAY 30, 2016

STATEMTNT ON TMPACT OF AITDIT QUALTFICATIONS rOR THE TINANCIAI/ YEAR ENDED
MARCII 31, 2013 (STANDAT,ONEI

NAME OF THE COMPAT{Y : ALPS INDUSTRIESI LTD. (L511O9UPL}72PLC;OO3544}

(Rs. In Lacs)

ffir

1. SI
No.

particulars Audited Figures(as
reported before
adjusting for
oualification)

Adjusted
Figures(audited fi gures
after adjusting for
oualifications)

1. Turnover/Total Income 70641.44 70641.44
2. Total Expenditure 82171.28 126068.28
3. Net Profit/&oss) (11529.84) $5426.841
4, Earnines per share (in Rs.) (32.39) (L41.701
5. Total Assets 109198.68 109198.68
6. Total Liabilities 134408.30 178305.30
7, Net Worth e5209.621 /69106.621
8. Any other financial

item(s)(as felt appropriate by
the management)
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contracts &
Corporate Guarantspmi t,.-

49789.79 5892,79
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? tt. AUDIT QUALIHCATIoN (EAcH AUDIT QUALIHcATIoN sEPARATELYI

S. I.
No.

Questionnaire Particulars

a. Detail of Audit
Qualification

The Auditors have given the following qualification in their
Audit Report dated 30o May 2013 on the Financial Statements
for the year ended on 3lst March, 2013:

" As disanssed in Note Nos. 35(A) (d) I, il and III to the notes to
aceount, Tlrc compang has not made anA prouisfon towards the
losses on deriuatiue contracts crystaltized amounting to
Rs.38458 Lac and claims o/Rs. 5439 lacs against the corporate
gusrantee prouided ba the companA on behalf of one of it's
subsidiary companA Befer to note no. 35(A) (d) N of notes to
account), h.ene to that ertent the loss as shown in statement of
proftt & .Loss, accumulated losses and current liabilities is
understated,"

b. TYpe of Audit
qualification

Qualified Opinion

c. Frequency of
oualification

Continuing Since Financial Year 2008-09

d. Audit Qualification
where the impact
quantified by the
Auditor,
Management's
Views:

Management has given details of the Illegal & Disputed
contracts in its Notes on Accounts & as required by AS-29
issued by ICAI " Provisions, Contingent Liabilities and
Contingent Assets" has also disclosed the amount of these
illegal disputed claims as Contingent Liability under note nos.
35 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to t]re notes to account in the Iinancial
statements as of 3l.st March 2OL3 which are reproduced as
under:

3s (A) (d) (r)

I. The Company had certain exotic derivative transactions
with ABN Amro Bank, which the Company has disputed
in competent court of law in an earlier year. Till that time
the ABN Amro bank had communicated estimated
liability of the Company against these transactions of Rs.
12530 Lac (p.y. Rs. 12530 Lac). Subsequently, the deal
was expired in June 2010 and as per assessment by the

'...-.,.-,...i.gd€pendent agency, the value of ltris deal is Rs SbaOO
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Lac as of June 2OLO (negative to the Company) excluding
any fee or any amount received/ paid or payable on
settlement. However bank has not communicated any
further amount to the company. On the basis of legal
opinion, the Company has not admitted the claim and
matter became subjudice and the competent court had
issued an interim order for maintenance of status quo
with regard to recovery towards these transactions which
is still continued. In view of above facts, no provision
against these transactions is considered necessary.

3s (A) (d) (rr)

I. Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited filed an Original
Application (O.A.) before Honble Debt Recovery Tribunal-
II, Mumbai (DRT) for recovery of it's claim amounting to
Rs. 601.11 lac (p.y. Rs. 601.11 lac) in respect of certain
foreign currency derivative transactions against which
vide an interim order Honble DRT has restrained the
company to sale of its certain Fixed Assets. Honble Debt
Recovery Appellate Tribunal (DRAT) Mumbai, on appeal
of the company, has set aside the said order of the DRT.
Aggrieved with the order of DRAT, Kotak Mahindra Bank
has filed a writ before Bombay High Court. The Hon'lale
High Court has stayed the order of DRAT & atlowed the
operation of order of DRT till next order, where the
matter is pending adjudication. Besides this,
subsequently Kotak Mahindra Bank has also raised a
claim of Rs. 1435 Lac (p.y. Rs. 1435 Lac) in respect of
these foreign currency derivative transactions. Based on
the legal advice, these claims have not been admitted &
these derivative transactions have been disputed in the
civil court of law pending adjudication. In view of above
facts, no provision against these transactions is
considered necessary.

3s (A) (d) (rr)

DBS Bank Ltd. have lodged claims amounting to USg
91.09957 Lac & Rs. 667.09 lac totalling to Rs. S622.Zs

ious year Rs. 5327.63 tacs
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advice, the claims have not been "aritt"i 
"il #"";transactions have been disputed in the civil court of lawagainst which the company has got an interim order formaintenance of statuJ. quo 

-wrqTr ,.gura. to recoverytowards these transactions whicrr is Euu continued. Inview of above facts, no provision against thesetransactions is considered necessary.

37 (A) (d) (rv)

lt^erritl Lynch capital services Inc. raised a claim of us$195'80 Lac Rs. L0649.42 Lac approx (previous year uSg195.80 Lac, Rs. LOOL6.44 Lac appro*i th" company inrespect of a corporate gua"arr[e" of $ 100 Lac 
- 

Rs.5438'99 lac approx (previous year $too i"" nr. sr r5.6s
La9s. approx) given by the company for one of its
:::.:,Stiy^ "1T!""y Mi s Arps IrsA r;. Barea or, tegJadvice, the company has nol admitted anJJ;il;;i ,"#said claim which stilt is pending before the court of law.In view of above facts, nb prouision against above claimis considered necessary.

-Management 
h1. also given its comment in its DirectorsReport on the Auditors eualification under the Heading-.Auditor'S Observations,, as under :-

"observations in the Auditors'Report are deart within notes toaccounts at appropriate places and being self explan;a;;,needs no further explanalions. as required under amended
:tl:: 31(a) ot !!9-tisting agreement and sEBI circular No.cIR/cFD /DrLlT 12012 dated eugu"t tg, 2or2, the;";;;";;disclosures/details in the pre."ri-b"d Form n ,"il be compliedwith as per the requiremeni.

The additional facts w.r.t. to the contracts which have been

against t

:::f:.y"_1"1y_1d1" ,transactiolr. Based on the teiar

disputed by Management being illegal are as r"a", ,

T*,.:^yPj:cj latter. of auditor,s quatification retates to certain
lT1"r,tn.transactiong & corpoiate Guarantee for derivative

ears 2006_09.

,:, ', 
i\
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these lransactions are actually void ab-initio and these
resultant claims are disputed being illegal. However the
claims against these transactions are disclosed as contingent
liability under Note Nos. 35 (A) (d) I, lI, III and IV to the notes
to Account in the financial statements as of 31st March,
20L3.

Some gf the discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative as
well as Corporate Guarantee) in terms of the FEMA & its
guidelines are as under:-

l. The Company could have only purchased Derivative
contracts against payment of a clear cut premium while in
these transactions, it has been paid

ii. The exchange control manual containing RBI guidelines
under FEMA Act clearly provides that Foreign Exchange

'Derivatives are complex product and were after being
permitted for the first time after a long gap of more than 3
decades, only with a clear cut condition that the
Authorized Dealer, through verification of Documentary
Evidence is satisfied about the genuineness of the
underlying exposure which has not been done by the
Banks.

lll. That the all the transactions entered into by the
' Company were in gross violation of Foreign Exchange

Regulations and was a clear case of defrauding the
Company by the concerned banks.

lv; That the Company was only one of the thousands of
corporate which were duped by the fraudulent approach
of several banks, while undertaking Foreign Exchange
Derivative Transactions arising out of the white spread
losses and claims raised by banks on large number of
Corporate, a Rrblic Interest Litigation was filed by Writ
Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of 2009 in the name of Pravaqian
Patra Vs. Republlc of India & others before Hou'ble

of Orissa at Cuttack.

m'
!
t,

['"
\,-
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v. ttrat the Honble Orissa High Court had also
conducted preliminary enquiry in the matter by
Central Bureau of.lnvestigation (CBI).

got
the

vl; That Honble Orissa High Court has made following
important observation in Para 13 to 16 to their order
dated 24t:,* Dec,2OO9 in the Writ Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of
2009 which are reproduced herein below for kind
reference.

Para 13 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that upon Perusal of the report of CBI, as mentioned above
and considering the facts and circumstances of the case,
prima facie we are of the opinion that commission of
offences of cheating, criminal conspiracy and fraud cannot
be ruled out. This Court has not formed any opinion about
the involvement of officers of RBI. Therefore, the
apprehensions of the learned counsel for the RBI that this
court may not take the submission of the learned counsel
for the petitioner for granted that there is involvement of
the officials of the RBI has no relevance.
Para 14 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it
appears that besides serious irregularities as admitted in
the report of CBI, as indicated above, the following criminal
actions cannot be ruled out (i)making false declaration
deliberately by the users/ customers in making hedge
transactions in excess of their exposures, (ii) IDG has
identified violation which are serious in nature and
appears to be intentibnal and deliberate which also forms
mensrea in commission of offence, (iii) booking of contracts
under past performance basis beyond 50% of the eligible
limit without obtaining CA certificate, (iv) misuse of
transactions by using photocopies of the same underlying
to enter into different contracts with different banks. The
CBI has specifically observed in the report that there is
clear cut violations of the guidelines of RBI and it may be
said that there is enough in this world for every one's need
but not for any one's greed .There are apparent violation of

1.

2.

FEMA investigation is done by the CBI, the violation



3.

of FEMA can also seen and on that basis criminal offences
can also be found out.
Para 15 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the Facts that false declaration were made as
also from the abovementioned actions, the commission of
offences of cheating, fraud and criminal conspiracy cannot
be ruled out. The CBI has conducted a thorough enquiry'
The Action of the CBI is appreciable. CBI is the reputed
investigating agency and there is no other investigating
agency of national level in the country. The instant matter
is the matter of the national interest. If the allegations are
found to be true, then CBI would be busting a large
Iinancial scam affecting the economy of the country. The
culprits should not, therefore, be allowed to go free.
Considering the facts and circumstances we think it
appropriate that the matter should be investigated by the
CBI and action in accordance with the law should be
taken.
Para 16 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that in the result, we allow this writ petition and direct the
CBI to investigate in to the offences on the basis of above
observation.

vll. That the aforesaid Judgment of Honble Orissa High Court
is under appeal before Honble Supreme Court, whereby
under Case No. CRLMP No.4 t99 l2OlO [CRLMP No.
5475120151 The Honble Supreme Court had given an
Interim Stay to the Judgment of Honble Orissa High
Court.

vlll. That an Amount of Rs. 10649.42 Lac [US$ 19.57
Millionsl has.also been reflected as Contingent Liability in
the Financial Statement for the year ended on 31"t March
20LA towards the demand made on the company against
the Corporate Guarantee provided by the Company in
favour of Merill Lynch Inc, USA in respect of the Derivative
Transactions undertaken by LOOo/o subsidiary of the
Company [Alps USA Inc]. It rnay be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed for US$ 10 Million only

''whereas a claim has been raised as equivalent to

4.

{'.')v',1,;'..,:l\, . :i

\. .,...- ,' . i\.
\i 1. . lir
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US$19.57 Millions. fnat
derivative transactions have been entered into with the
subsidiary company in India only by the MLCS which are
not permitted by FEMA. It may be noted that the
corporate Guarantee executed by the company was not
permitted in terms of Indian Foreign Exchange Regulation
and accordingly returned to be taken on record (iejected)
by the Reserve Bank of India.

lx. That the company had filed several cases against ABN
Amro Bank, DBS Bank Limited and Kotak Mahindra Bank& Merrill Lynch capital services Inc. USA against their
illegal demands & debit notes in pursuance to complexcross currency Derivatives contract & corpoiate
Guarantee entered into by the company with them. In all
the cases filed in the year 2oog & 20t0, there is a stay by
an appropriate court against the banks to recover- th-e
alleged demands. However in case of Kotak Mahindra
Bank, in view of the circumstances, subsequentry the
court did not consider the need of continuini its earlier
stay order & also in case of Merrill Lynch capitat services
Inc. , the court has returned the case of tle company.
However appeals of company against these orders are
under court decision of Honble High Court.

x. That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABN
Amro Bank, Kotak Mahindra Bank, DBS Bank, the Board
of Directors of the company considers the matter and
demands to disclose the estimated claims of these Banks
as a contingent liability in the financial statement for the
financial year ending on 31st March 2oo9 onwards.

xi. That it is well accepted principle in India in terms of
Indian Accounting standards and standards on Auditing
that the contingent liability need not be provided unless
the- liability becomes a present obligatifn where it isprobable that an outflow of res6urces embodying
economic benefits wil be required to settle the obligatiorrl

- 
ry--o5L-v.f e

e amount of
,1

''i
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th: management has decided to consider these disputedclaims only after the decision of Hon,rrt" Co.,it" against thecompany.

However in view of the explanations.given by the Managernent,the statutory Auditors has not quaffiea trreireudit Report onthe financial statements of the company for the year 2015-16on these items.

Audlt Aua

ManagemenG
Estimation on the
impact of audit
qualification

If maiiasemEm
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the same:

Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

-\9

ffir
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HI. To be stgnod by-

CEO/Managng
Director

CFO

Audit Committee
Chairman

Auditor of the
Company

Namo

Sandeep Agarrral

Slcnature
For A[..P$TNDL;STitiEl; t in

PRABHAT I{RISHIIA
(DIN No:- 025696241

,. Govtl & Co.,
d Accountants
grr.No. 000748C )

Membership No.

Date : 19.09.2016

Place : Ghaziabad
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-., ____9IATEMENT ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUALIT'ICATIONS""i.,S,fl_Eqqq or REGULATToN os oF sEcuRrrms arp EKcHANcp BoARD gr
lurfl(tlEfl Nc oBLrcATroNs At{D DTSCLoSITRE REQUrREMErrrsl
auolrL/rrrous, 2ots ar{D crR/cFD/cMD ts6lzot6 darpo MAy eb, zoro

I

srarEMElIT OIY IMPACT OF AITDTT qualrFreATroNg roR THE FTNANCTAL YEAR ENDED
MAITCH 31, 2013 (CONSOLTDATED|

NAME Or rHE coMPAr{Y :ALPS IITDUSTRTES LTD. (L511O9UPLg72pLCOO3544l

(Rs. Iu Lacsf

1. SI
No.

particulars Audited Figures(as
reported before
adjusting for
qualification)

Adjusted
Figures(audited figures
after adjusting for
orralificatinnsl

1. T\rrnovel/ Total Income 72904.90 729Q4.90
2. Total Expenditure 84486.80 128383.80
3. Net Profit/(fiGI (11581,90) (ss478.e0)
4, Earnings per iFarelinET (32.s3) (L41.841
5. Total Assets 109674.53 109674.53
6. Total Liabilities 133303.71 t77200.71
7. Net Worth (23629.181 (67526.181
8. Any other financiat

item(s)(as felt appropriate by
the management) -
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contracts &
Corporate Guarantee Etc.

49789.79 5892.79

#tffsx
i":-f.,i-i:i;1r,,,, ltr;i
^4\ ' ',)r-'li
\ *5-'\ , ,.., ll\ ''*,-"'-"i'l{\ruj' .,:y'/ (ffi L
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II. AIIDIT QUALIUCATIOI{ (EACH AUDIT QUALIFICATION SEPANATELYI

s. r.
No.

Questionnaire Particulars

a, Detail of Audit
Qualification

The Auditors have given the follo
Audit Report dated 30tu May 2013 on the Financial Statements
for the year ended on 3lst March,2OLS:

" As discttssed in Note Nos. sz(A) (d) I, il and III to the notes to
account, The compang hns not made anv prouisfon toward.s th.e
Iosses on deriuatiue contracts crysta[rized. amounting to
Rs,38458 Lac and claims o/Rs. s4ag lacs against tlte corp6rak
W?rqrytee prouided bA the companq on behalf of one of it's
subsidiary compang (Refer to note io. SZ(A) t,il ru of noies to
account), hence to that ertent the loss as slrown in stitement ofprofit & .Losg accumulated losses and. ctnrent liabitities i;
understated,"

b. TYpe of Audit
qualification

Qualified Opinion

c. Frequency of
qualification

Continuing Since Financial year 2009.09

d. Audit Qualification
where the impact
quantified by the
Auditor,
Management's
Views:

Management has given details
contracts in its Notes on Accounts & as required by As-zgissued by ICAI n provisions, contingent Liabilities and
contingent Assets" has also disclosed Ih" 

"rrrount 
of these

,]lgg"t disputed claims as contingent Liabiliry under note nos.
37 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to the notes to ac.count in the financial
statements as of 31ut March 20Lg which
under.:

are reproduced as

(r)(d)37 (A)

I. The company had certain exotic derivative transactions
with ABN Amro Bank, which the company has oisputeJ
i1 competent court of law in an earlier yeai. titt thai timethe ABN Amro bank had 

"o**.,rricated estimated
li1lltity of the company against these transactions of Rs.
12530 Lac (p.y. Rs. l2sgo Lac). subsequently, the dear
was expired in June 2010 and as pe. aJsessment.by the
indeegndent agenev the rrahra ..f tLio '{o^1 i^ la^ o,,\o.r,.\vovv

2of10
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settlement. However bank has not 
"o**urricated any

further amount to the company. on the basis of legal
opinion, the company has hot-admitted the claim #d
matter became subjudice and the competent court had
issued an interim order for maint.n"rte of status quo
with regard to recovery towards these transactions which
is still continued. [n view of above facts, no provision
against these transactions is considered necessary.

37 (A) (d) (rr)

I. Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited filed an original
Application p.a.) before Honble Debt Recovery Tribrinal-
II, Mumbai IDRT) for recovery of it's craim amounting to
Rs. 601.11 lac (p.y. Rs. 601.11 lac) in respect of certain
foreign currency derivative transactions against which
vide an interim order Honble DRT has ristrained the
company to sale of its certain Fixed Assets. Honble Debt
R9c9very Appellate Tribunal (DRAT) Mumbai, on appeal
of the company, has set aside the said order of the rinr.
Aggrieved with the order of DRAT, Kotak Mahindra Bank
has filed a writ before Bombay High court. The Honble
High court has stayed the order o1 onar & a[owed the
operation. of order of DRT till next order, where thematter is pending adjudication. Besides this,
subsequently Kotak Mahindra Bank has also raised aclaim of Rs. 14gs Lac (p.y. Rs. 143s Lac) in respect oftfesg foreign currency dbiivative transacti'ons. Based on
the legal advice, these craims have not been admitted &
these derivative transactions have been disputed in thecivil court of law pending adjudication. In view of abovefacts, no provision against these tt*rr.*.tio;-;;
considered necessary - 

I

Lac as of June 2010 (negative to trr@
any- fee or any amount received/ paid or payable on

37 (A) (d) (rr)

DBS Bank Ltd.
9L.09957 Lac &
la ear Rs. 5322.68 lacs

have_ lodged claims amounting to US$
Rs. 667.39 lac totalling to Rs. SO22.2g

30f10



against the company in respeit-@
currency derivative transactions. Based on the leg:at
advice, the claims have not been admitted & the-se
transactions have been disputed in the civil court of law
against which the company has got an interim order for
maintenance of status quo with regards to recovery
towards these transactions whicrr is itil continued. In
view of above facts, no provision against these
transactions is considered necessary.

35 (A) (d) (rv)

Merrill Lynch capital Services Inc. raised a claim of us$
195.80 Lac Rs. 10649.42 Lac approx (previous year US$
195.80 Lac, Rs.10016.44 Lac approx) rhe company in
respect of a corporate guarantee of $ 100 Lac- Rs. ]

5438.93 lac approx (previous year $100 Lac Rs. s11s.6s I

Lacs approx) given by the company for one of its
subsidiary company M/s Alps usA Inc. Based on legal
ad.vice., the cgmpany has not admitted and disputed the
said claim which still is pending before the court of law.
In view of above facts, no provision against above claim
is considered necessary.

Management has also given its comment in its
Report on the Auditors eualification under the
Auditor's Observations, as under :-

Directors
Heading o

"observations in the Auditors'Report are dealt within notes to
accorrnts at appropriate places and being self explanatory,
needs no further explanations. as required under- amended
91_1r:: 31(a) of the ristng agreement and SEBI circurar No.cIR/cFD lDrL/7 /2012 dated August 19, 2012, the .r"""""*.y
disclosures/detaits in the prescribed Form B will be compliid
with as per the requirement.:

The additional facts w.r.t. to the contracts which have been
disputed by Management being illegal are as under :

the subject matter of auditor's qualification relates to certain
derivative transactions & corporate Guarantee for derivative
trans,?4ipF-S(*,{anpactions or contractsl of the years 2006-09.



These transactions are actually void ab-initio and these
resultant claims are disputed being illegal. However the
claims against these transactions are disclosed as contingent
liability under Note Nos. 35 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to the notes
to Account in the financial statements as of 31st March,
2013.

some of t.l.e discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative as
well as corporate Guarantee) in terms of the FEMA & its
guidelines are as under:-

l. The Company could have only purchased Derivative
contracts against payment of a clear cut premium while in
these transactions, it has been paid

ll. The exchange control manual containing RBI guidelines
under FEMA Act clearly provides that Foreign 

-Exchange

Derivatives are complex product and were after being
permitted for the first time after a long gap of more than 5
decades, only with a clear cut condition that the
Authorized Dealer, through verification of Documentary
Evidence is satisfied about the genuineness of th;
underlying exposure which has not been done by the
Banks.

lll. That the all the transactions entered into by the
company were in gross violation of Foreign Exchange
Regulations and was a clear case of defrauding tf,e
Company by the concerned banks.

lv. That the company was only one of the thousands of
corporate which were duped by the fraudulent approachof several banks, while undeitaking Foreign nxcrrange
Derivative Transactions arising out of ure ivhite 

"p""idlosses and claims raised by blnks on large number of
corporate, a h.rblic Interesl Litigation *u."-fiI"d by writ
Petition (crl,) No. 344 of 2009 in trre name of pravanJan
l_1,*+rtf. Republlc of Indla & others before Hon,ble

iGoUr$ qf Orlssa at Cuttack.

[i',@'i
\r'\'.,..- .' .,:,'

'\:-.j..... .-,r/,
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v, That the Honble orissa High court had also got

conducted preliminary enquiry in the matter by the

Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI)'

vl. That Honble Orissa lligh court has made following

important observation in Para t3 to 16 to their order

dated 24u Dec, 2oog in the writ Petition (crt.) No. 344 of

2OOg which 
'are 

reproduced herein below for kind
reference.

1. Para 13 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment states

that upon Perusal of the report of cBI, as mentioned above

and considering the facts and circumstances of the case,

prima facie *"- .t. of the opinion that commission of
Lff"rr""" of cheating, criminal conspiracy and fraud cannot
be ruled out. This Court has not formed any opinion about
the involvement of officers of RBI. Therefore, the

apprehensions of the learned counsel for the RBI that this
court. may not take the submission of the learned counsel
for the pltitiott.t for granted that there is involvement of
the officials of the RBI has no relevance.

2. Para 14 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states

that from the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it
appears that besides serious irregularities as admitted in
the report of cBI, as indicated above, the following criminal
actions cannot be ruled out (i)making false declaration
deliberately by the users/ customers in making hedge

transactions in excess of their exposures, (ii) IDG has
identified violation which are serious in nature and
appears to be intentional and deliberate which also forms
mensrea in commission of offence, (iii) booking of contracts
under past performance basis beyond 50% of the eligible_

limit without obtaining CA certificate, (iv) misuse of
transactions by using photocopies of the same underlying
to enter into different contracts with different banks. The
cBI has specifically observed in the report that there is
clear cut violations of the guidelines of RBI and it may be
said that there is enough in this world for every one's need
but not for any one'S greed .There are apparent violation of

if investieation is done by the CBI, the violatioq

m'
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considering the facts ;; ciicumsi"rr"""" *i ffir"["i;appropriate that the matter shourd u. i."..tig"trJ uv tnlcBI and action in accordance with the Lw should betaken. r(

4' Para 16 of the Hon'ble orissa.High court Judgment statesthat in the result, we aflow tt i" #rit p"iiiiJrr*arro direct thecBI to investigate in to the offences'o"-iir"-basis of aboveobservation.

vll' That the aforeg$$ Judgment-of Honble orissa High courtis under appear before" Hontte sli;'iourt, whereby
#tfl"ffl," _I:. ;.cRlyp^ No.4 t,ig iioli [cRLMp No.

3. Para ls of the Honbre orissa High court Judgment statesthat from the Facts that farse d'eclaratior, 
-**r" 

made as'also from the abovernentioned actiuns, the commission ofoffences of cheating, fraud and crimi*ir l"".piracy cannotbe ruled out. The 6'nt h"" conductea 
" ttror,iugh enquiry.The Action of_the cBI is appreciable. cBI is ttre reputedinvestigating 

.agency and tirire is no otrr.i investigatingagency of national level in the country. The instant matteris the matter of the national interest. If the allegations arefound to be true, then cBI wourd be busting a largefinancial scam.affecting the economy of the country. The
::PL*:",:1",:11 i:ll_It:1_",fo,:, u"".iio*"i' ,o so free. 

l

s4,s/201SJ The Honble s"pi"*.-b;;; ,t"r1lL XInterim Stay to the Judgment of Honble orissa HighCourt- ^'vrr L'r(

vlil. That an lT:yl, of {s 1064s,42 Lac 1us$ ls.szMillionsl has also been reflicted .. co"ffint Liability inthe Financial statement roi tte year 
"ra"a'tr, 31"t March20lg towards the demand madJ "" tfr" ;f*purry againstthe Corporate Guarantee provided bt ;# Company infavour of Merill Ly.nch r"", tisa in respect of the DerivativeTransactions undertaken b1, tOO"t, 

"...rU"iai"ry of the
E:fr:TI" f,,,T^y.:A rncJ. it. 1,;r- ul*l-o,"a rhat the

of FEMA can also 
"ecan also be found out.

corporate Guarantee execu"o iIr"I[ i'B'",f,uillt.H;

"rr, to

r:I .,.'.#
\'" '.-. .- '.-' ,-, l''\... r "/''!\.i\:-.*."J;r"/
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subsidiary company in India only by ih; rtar,cs which arenot permitted by FEMA. It i"v be 
"ot"a that thecorporate Guarantee executgd by in. b"*pany was notpermitted in terms of Indian Foreign e""t."g" Regulationand accordingry returned to be tafen o" [.ora (rejected)by the Reserve Bank of India.

lx. That the Complry h-"d fited several cases against ABN
1*Io Bank, DBs Bank Limited and Kotak Mahindra Bank& Merril Lynch capital services rnc. u-sa against theirillegal demands t aluit notes i, pur.u;;;, to complexcross currency Derivatives contract & corporateGuarantee entered into by u:e company.itr, th.*. In a[the cases fired in the year 2oo8 g zbio, ttlr" is a stay byan appropriate. cou_rt against ilre bank. to ,""over thealleged demands. Howeier in case oi-roiur. Mahindra
E::l; ;* ::y^:l^lp circumst3nces, ,.ru."q".*i/'*" 

icourt did not consider ,r," ""Ja*;il;"ilffiT3tgr,t:stay order & also in case of Merrilr lv""t iupital servicesInc. , the court has returned th; A;;';f;,h" company.However appeals. of c-ompany against these orders areunder court decision of HonbL Hi"gr, Co";. 
-'

x' That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABNAmro Bank, Kotak Mahindra BanL, DBS S;rrL, the Boardof Directors gf F" C9*pany considers the matter anddemands to discrose the ""ii*"t"J;di*.';i rn".. Banksas a contingent 
liability in the n""rr"i.i- *",",,.rrt for thefinancial year endirrg or, 3i.ilvtar"h 2009 onwards.

xl' That it is well. accepted principre in India in terms ofIndian Accounting stand"ra" arrd st"rrdil; on Auditing' that the contirrgrrrt liability need not be provided unlessthe. liability beiomes 
" 

jr...rrt obrigation where it is
3#:3Hi. n*1'-,.T,,,,'^1tt9y , "1 .".3"1*i embodving

us$ 1e.5

3.:X,:r,r::_tllysactions _hav" 5..r, entered into with the

fi:r-\-ffi #i**::,1:-'l1t"a,t"-""tlii;"#iis""?ilils

Page 8 of t0



a

the obligation.

The management has decided to consider these disputed
claims only after the decision of Honble Courts against the
company

However in view of the explanations given by the Management,
the Statutory Auditors has not qualilied their Audit Report on
the finanpial statements of the company for the year 2015-16
on these items.

e. Audtt Qualtflcetlon where the lmpact ls not quantified by the Auditor :-

Not Appliceble

(i) Management's
Estimation on the
impact of audit
qualification

(ii) If management is
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the same:

(iii) Auditor's
Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

.. '4i",\; ' .- ..1.t:,

l"
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To be stgned by_

CEO/Managng
Director

cFo

Audit Committee
Chairman

Auditor of the
Comparry

Name

Sandoep Agarwal

For ALSg*BtEgmJr:E Lto.

:

-lrR.,^^t!l
A. K: Stngftar

PRABIIAT I(RISHNA
(DIN No:- 02569624)

l. Govll & Co.,
d Accountants
rgn. No, 000748C )

Membership No. O74g9g

Date : 19.09.2016

Place : Ghaziabad
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" tl: -' ,. STATEMENT ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUATIFICATIONS
{,,,, , IN TERMS OF REGITLATION 33 OF SECIIRITIES AND EI(CIIANGE BOARD OF
*:. '= - ' INDIA (LISTINO OBLIGATIONS AND DISCTOSURE REQUIREMENTSI

REGTTLATTONS, 2015 A!{D CrR/CFD/CMD l56l2OL6 DATED MAY 30, 2OL6

STATEMDNT ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUALIFICATIONS TOR THE NNANCIAL YEAR ENDED
MARCH 3 1, 20 14 (STANDALONEI

NAME oF THE COMPANY : ALPS INDUSTRIES LTD. (L511O9rVPL}72PLCOO3544)

(Rs. In Lacsf

mA

1. SI
No.

particulars Audited Figures(as
reported before
adjusting for
qualification)

Adjusted
Figure s(audited ligures
after adjusting for
qualilications)

1. Turnover/Total Income 81651.53 81651.53
2. Total Expenditure 93417.14 138405.14
3. Net Profit/(Loss) (1176s.61) (56753.61
4. Earnines per share (in Rs.) (33.23) (14s.10)
5. Total Assets 109282.59 to9282.59
6. Total Liabilities t46227.82 191215.82
7, Net Worth 86945.231 (81933.23)
8. Any other linancial

item(s)(as felt appropriate by
the management)
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contracts' &
Corporate Guarantee Etc,. ".

67044.92 22056.92
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I

-1
II.'AUDIT QUALIFICATION (EACH AUDrr euALIFTcATIoN SEPARATELY)

Detail of Audit
Qualification

The Auditors have gi
Audit Report dated 30fr May 2oL4 on tlie Financial statements
for the year ended on 3l"t March ,2OL4:

" TlLe compqna has not mad.e ana prouision toward,s rosses
amounting fo Rs.3B979 Lac on deiuatiue contracts crystaltized.Rekr to Note iYos. 36 (A) (d.) I, II and III to the notes to account)and tow,ards claims amounting to Rs., 6009 lacs against the
corporate guarantee prouided by the compana on beiatf of oneof ft's subsidiary .compqnA R"k, to note no, 36(A) tal"ru ifnotes to account), hence to these extent the loss as si,hown in
s.tate-ment of profil & .Losg accanturated, rosses and. anrrent
liabilitie s are underst ate d. t t

Qualified Opinion

Continuing Since Financial Vear 2O0S-09

Audit Qualification
where the impact
quantified by the
Auditor,
Management's
Views:

Management has Urrii
contracts in its Notes on Accounts & as required by as-zgissued by ICAI " provisions, contingent 'Liabilities 

and
contingent Assets" has also disclosed lhe amount of these
!t_"94 disputed claims as contingent Liability under note nos.
36 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to the notes to account in the financial
statements as of 31st March 2oL4 which are reproduced as
under:

3b (A' (d) (l)

The company had certain exotic derivative transactions
with ABN Amro Bank, which the Company has disputed
in an earlier year. During the tenur" of trarr"action ABN
Amro Bank had communicated an estimated tiability of
the company against these outstanding transactions as
Rs. 12530 Lac. Though, the bank has not further
communicated any liability of the company but as per

dent agercy on lhe

--$- '' 
Page 2 of 1o

,i

":.)'
.. . t/'

S. I.
No.

Questionnaire Particulars

a.

b. Tlpe of Audit
qualification

c. Frequency of
qualification

d.



request of the company, the value of this deal on the day
of its expiry i.e, June 2010 is Rs 30800 Lac (negative to
the Company) (P.Y. Rs. 30800 Lac) excluding any fee or
any amount received/ paid or payable on settlement. On
the basis of legal opinion, the Company has not admitted
the claim of bank against these transactions and filed a
suit in the competent civil court who had issued an
interim order for maintenance of status Quo with regard
to recovery towards these transactions. The Hobble High
Court while admitting the appeal of the bank against this
status Quo order and suit has directed the continuation
of status Quo Order granted by the Honble Civil Court
and also state the proceedings before Honble civil court
till further Order. The said appeal is still under
consideration of Hon'ble High Court. In view of above
facts, no provision against. these transactions is
conSidered necessary.

36 (A) (d) (rr)

Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited (KMBL) filed an
gliginat Applicatio.n (g$Lbefore Hon'ble Oebt iecovery
Tribunal, Mumbai (DRT) for recovery of its clairir
amounting to Rs. 601.11 lacs (p.y. Rs. 6Ot.t1 Lacs) inrespect of certain foreign: currency derivative
transactions against which- vide an iirterim order ]Hon'ble DRT has restrained the company from sellingits certain Fixed Assets. Hon'ble O6Ut Recoverv
Appellate Tribunal (DRAT) Mumbai, on appeal of thi:
company, has directed to' return the said- OA and set
aside the said res]rain order passed by the Hon,ble
DRT. The Hon'ble Bombay Hieli Court vide an interim
order in the writ filed bi KI\,I-BL against the order of
Hon'ble DRAT has stayecl the ordei of Hon,ble DRAT
and restored the restrain order passed bv Hon,lcle DRTqld qlsq stayed the proceedings beford Hon,ble DRTtill further order. The said- writ is still under
consideration of Hon'ble Bombay Hieh Court. Besidesthis, subsequently, on expiration bf the tenure of
.these transactions, Kotak -Mahindra Bank has also
raised a claim of Rs. 1435 Lacs (P.y. Rs. 1495 Lacs) inrespect of these foreign cr,r.rrency derivaiive
transactions. On the basis of legal -opinion, 

the
Qo4pany has not admitted the claim-s of bhnk against

r'-,the$i:,transactions and fiIed a sui! in the comietent

-\Y" '

.//
.. .:i:'

'ili..-.,:-..:iir '-

Page 3 of 10



"iril .ou
adi udication. An 

. 
app_eai _nfii bi Ih; ;;;ffiy tJg*rr,",

the order passed uj.y""'u!i,6iiir court inihe-matter ofy#l 9::yl: g l,::1*:i-plA;, dii"" ti" L- t" * ir,, ili, tr,us ta t u s q u o a s re gard s trr.--i6 
" 

6ii"-rj," pFo ;; 
"'AiX 

#i'J.it;
l,!t'",?T#$:aH??.,t*.;1"'*Jh;ij.El,"Ef lLi:transaction s is consideiea'rr"& *."ry.

36 (A) (d) (rrr)

DBS Bank Ltcl. havc raiscrl,u^tlirr.rs amounting to USge r.oees, Lac & Rs. 66r .C0-'-t;";1;;Jils to Rs.6L42.46 lac approx (previous _year totaling to Rs.5622 .23 1ac,apf rbx) aeXin si iF i..ro#r;H respect ofcertain foreign- curreicy derrvatrve transactions. On
*h t&d i,:! 6* ;ri*f, ;i* =,",fl?J"%*:;,#jand filed a suit in the comp6t.nt i-ivil-court of law,which has issued an i"terim order for maintenance ofstatus guo with regards to- recovery towards 

-ih;";
transactions. The in rerirn 

"rge1 . 
is 

-"tiir 

"t"riifi 
;ing-;*Ith e matte r is- g,titl p e.gain g 

"aj 
riai""ti Jii. ",i# 

I'pp e ar fi te dFy p?rk againsf the s"tatris qu,j 
-oi,iii i.rr.a bvHon'bte civil court is arJo pinaii,s aojriatrffiil#f#lHon'ble Allahabap Hig$ cd.rrt. rn"vieiv-6i-iuor." facts,no provision against -these transact-ibn" i"-ior"iderednecessary.

36 (A) (d) (rv)

Merrill Lvnch capital services Inc. raised a claim ofus$ 195.80 Lads, Rs.1 l7bf.sa Lac 
-;;p;;, p.y.us$ res'80 Lacs, n" ioo4g.+i i";3;p;!Ilile.ir,"tthe company, i1^1"9n."1 pi * alle's-ed 

- 
c,oiporateguarantee of $ tOo tiacs (Rs. 

_o.oO-o.eta L"J""ppro*)

$i?i*ii'r"iff #,.?ilihFf*l;:*"fl,:{ri,}
lgg+l advibe, ttre cori:pany haI not admitted the saidclaim and filed a suii'in ti.;;;petent civil court. Anappeal- filed by _ the 

"ompany' .g.irit - t[;- orderpagsgd by Hoirtbte civi[-'-cori.t-rn -il. rrrltt", of
Hi,l*:y:lS,_*::*i3ti9"1"1a-i*rit1;;;";'a?ectingtti' maiqtain the status quo= ". r.g*a* -tt 

" i"""o"Ji#I";ii;"'";;f;;a

-lG
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on'ble AlIa
no provlslon
necessary.

ffiewof abovefacts,
again"st this claim . is considered

Management has also given its comment in its Directors
Report- on the Auditors Qualification under the Heading "

Auditor's Observations' as under :-

"Obseryations in the Auditors'Report are dealt within notes to

accounts at appropriate places and being self explanatory,
needs no further explanations. As required under amended

clause 31(a) of the listing agreement and SEBI Circular No.

clR/cFD lDlLlT l2ol2 dated August 13, 2012, the necessary
disciosures/details in the prescribed Form B have been

appended with the Annual RePort."

The additional facts w.r.t. to the contracts which have been

disputed by Management being illegal are as under :

The subject matter of auditor's qualification relates to certain
derivative transactions & Corporate Guarantee for derivative
transactions (transactions or contracts) Of the years 2006-09 '

These transactions are actually void ab-initio and these

resultant claims are disputed being illegal. However the
claims against these transactions are disclosed aS contingent
liability under Note Nos. 35 (A) (d) I, II, III and I-V to the notes

to Aciount in the financial statements as of 31st March,
2013.

Some of the discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative a9

well as Corporate Guarantee) in terms of the FEMA & its
guidelines are as under:

l. The Company could have only purchased Derivative
contracts against payment of a clear cut premium while in
these transactions, it has been paid

ll. The exchange control manual containing RBI guidelines
under FEMA Act clearly provides that Foreign Exchange
Derivatives are complex product and were after being

itied'for the first time

. -s'-
' ../
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decades, only with a clear cut condition that the
Authorized Dealer, through verification of Documentary
Evidence is satisfied about the genuineness of the
underlying exposure which has not been done by the
Banks.

iii. That the all the transactions entered into by the
Company were in gross violation of Foreign Exchange
Regulations and was a clear case of defrauding the
Company by the concerned banks.

lv. That the Company was only one of the thousands of
corporate which were duped by the fraudulent approach
of several banks, while undertaking Foreign Exchange
Derivative Transactions arising out of the white spread
losses and claims raised by banks on large number of
Corporate, a Public Interest Litigation was filed by Writ
Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of 2009 in the name of PravanJan
Patra Vs. Republic of India & others before Hou'ble
Htgh Court of Orissa at Cuttaqk.

v. That the Hon'ble Orissa High Court had also got
conducted preliminary enquiry in the matter by the
Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI).

vl, That Honble Orissa High Court has made following
important observation in Para 13 to 16 to their order
dated 24tr Dec,2OO9 in the Writ Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of
2OO9 which are reproduced herein below for kind

. reference.

1. Para 13 of the Hon'bie Orissa High Court Judgment states
that upon Perusal of the report of CBI, as mentioned above
and considering the facts and circumstances of the case,
prima facie we are .of the opinion that commission of
offences of cheating, criminal conspiracy and fraud cannot
be ruled out. This Court has not formed any opinion about
the . involvement of officers of RBI. Therefore, the
aobrehensions of the learned counsel for the RBI that this

-. .,,,,,tt''
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,

ssion of the learned counsel

for the pltitiorrer for granted that there is involvement of
the officials of the RBI has no relevance. 

]

2. Para 14 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states

that from the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it
appears that besides serious irregUlarities as admitted in
th; report of CBI, as indicated above, the following criminal
actions cannot be ruled out (i)making false declaration
deliberately by the users/ customers in making hedge

transactions in excess of their exposures, (ii) IDG has
identified violation which are serious in nature and
appears to be intentional and deliberate which also forms
*"n"r". in commission of offence, (iii) booking of contracts
under past performance basis beyond 50% of the eligible

limit without obtaining cA certificate, (iv) misuse of
transactions by using photocopies of the same underlying
to enter into different contracts with different banks. The

CBI has specifically observed in the report that there is
clear cut violations of the guidelines of RBI and it may be

said that there is enough in this world for every one's need

but not for any one's greed .There are apparent violation of
FEMA and if investigation is done by the CBI, the violation
of FEMA can also seen and on that basis criminal offences
can also be found out.

3. Para 15 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the Facts that false declaration were made as
also from the abovementioned actions, the commission of
offences of cheating, fraud and criminal conspiracy cannot
be ruled out. The CBI has conducted a thorough enquiry'
The Action of the CBI is appreciable. CBI is the reputed
investigating agency and there is no other investigating
agency of national level in the country. The instant matter
iJ tfre matter of the national interest. If the allegations are

found to be true, then CBI would be busting a large
financial scam affecting the economy of the country. The
culprits should not, therefore, be allowed to go free.

Considering the facts and circumstances we think it
appropriate that the matter should be investigated by the
CBf and action in accordance with the law should be
taken.

4. Para 16 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment states
that in the result, we allow thiq writ petition and d

{' -l(L i

'lL ',i/
,. tt

Page 7 of 10



CBI to investigate in to ttre off
observation,

vll. That the aforesaid Judgment of Honble orissa High court
is under appeal before Honble supreme court, whereby
under Case No. CRLMP No.4199l 2OtO ICRLMP N;
547512oL51 rhe Honble supreme court had given an
Interim stay to the Judgment of Honble orissa High
Court.

vlll. That an Amount of Rs. |JZ67.S4 Lac IUS$ Lg.S?
Millionsl has also been reflected as conting"ni Lirbility in
the Financial statement for the year ended on 31st March
2ol4 towards the demand made on the company against
!h" Corporate Guarantee provided by the bompairy in
favour of Merill Lynch Inc, usA in respect of the Derivative
Transactions 

. undertaken by looo/o subsidiary of the
Company [Alps USA Inc]. tt may be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed for US$ 10 Milli<in only
whereas a claim has been raised as equivalent to
us$19.57 Millions. That it may be further noied that the
derivative transactions have been entered into with the
subsidiary company in India only by the MLCS which are
not permitted by FEMA. It may be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed by the Company was not
permitted in terms of Indian Foreign Exchange Regulation
and accordingly returned to be taken on record (rejected)
by the Reserve Bank of India.

lx. That the Company had filed several cases against ABN
Amro Bank, DBS Bank Limited and Kotak Mahindra Bank
& Merrill Lynch Capital Services Inc. USA against their
illegal demands & debit notes in pursuance to complex
Cross Currency Derivatives Contract & Corporate
Guarantee entered into by tJre Company with them. In all
the cases filed in the Year 2003 & 2010, there is a stay by
an. appropriate Court against the banks to recover the
alleged demands. However in case of Kotak Mahindra
Bank, in view of the circumstances, subsequently the
.Court did not consider the need of continuing its earlier

,\h,

Page 8 of 10



stay order & also in case of
lnc. , the court has returned the case of the company.
However appeals .of company against these orders aie
under court decision of Hon,ble High Court.

x. That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABN
Amro Bank, Kotak Mahindra Bank, DBS Bank, the Board
of Directors of the company considers the matter and
demands to disclose the estimated claims of these Banks
as a contingent liabitity in the Iinancial statement for the
financial year ending on 31st March 2OO9 onwards.

xi. That it is well accepted principle in India in terms of
Indian Accounting standards and standards on Auditing
that the contingent liability need not be provided unlesJ
the liabiliry becomes a present obligation where it is
probable that an outflow of resources embodying
economic benefits will be required to settle the obligationl
and reliable estimate can be made out of the amount of
the obligation.

T-h: management has decided to consider these disputed
claims only after the decision of Hon'bre courts against the
company.

However in view of the explanations given by the Management,
the Statutory Auditors has not qualified their Audit Report on
the financial statemehts of the company for the year zbts-to
on these items.

e. Audtt Quallllcatlon where the tmpact ii
Not Applicable

(i) Management's
Estimation on the
impact of audit
qualification

ffik
.4- 

J

,,ii
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UU II" management is
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the same:

(iii) Auditorls
Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

IIL To be slgned by-

CEO/Managlng
Director

CFO

Audit Committee
Chairman

Auditor of the
Company

Name

Sandeep Agarwal

*k,.^"^ut
A. *. srqLhar

U

PRABIIAT I(RISHNA
(DIN No:- 02569624)

f+rr ALPS 1x1 ;ptgnaf gq,gp.

. Govll & Co.,
d Accountants
gn. No. 000748C );m

MembBrship No. 074999

Date: L9,O9.2016

Place : Ghaziabad
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STATEMENT ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUATIFICATIOI{S
, IN TERMS OT'REGI'LATION 33 OT SECURITIES AND E;XCHANGE BOARD OF
TilI,BIA (IISTING OBLIGATIONS AND DISCLOSITRE REQUIREMENTS)
RrrcuLATroNs, 2015 AND CIR/CrD/CMD l56t20t6 DATED MAy 3b, 2Ot6

STATEMEIE ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUALITICATIONS FOR THE nNANCIAL YEAR ENDED
MARCH 31, 2Ot4 (CONSOLTDATED)

NAME OP THE COMPAIIY ! ALPS INDUSTRIES LTD. (Ls1togup tgT2pLCOosE44)

/; ; ').,&"'
1\t,,. '.... ,,. .i:',i/', i.,,,a\,,,j:r:;rr;rrr,, k

(Rs. In Lacsl

1 SI
No.

particulars Audited Figures(as
reported before
adjusting for
qualilication)

Adjusted
Figures(audited ligures
after adjusting for
qualifications)

1. T\rrnover/ Total Income 83308.81 83308.81
2. Total Expenditure 95065.02 140053.02
3. Net Profit/(Loss) (tt756.211 (56744.211
4. Earnings per share (in Rs.) (33.20) (145.071
5. Total Assets 10988 1.10 109881.10
6. Total Liabilities 145237,33 190225.33
7. Net Worth (35356.23) (80s44.2s)
8. Any other financial

item(s)(as felt appropriate by
the management)
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contracts &
Corporate Gtr,af.antee Etc.

67044.92 22056.92
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tl
II. AI'DIT QUALIFICATIOIT (EACH AI'DIT QUALIHCATION STPARATTLYI

, Page 2 of 10
I

S. I.
No.

Questionnaire Particulars

a. Detail of Audit
Qualification

rne Auslrors nave glven the following qualification in theii
Audit Report dated 30ttr May 2ol4 on tlie Financial statements
for the year ended on Slnt March,2OL4:

" The compana has not made ana prouision toward.s losses
amounting to Rs,3B9z9 Lac on deriuatiue contracts crystailized
Refer to Note Nos. 37 (A) (d) I, II and. III to the notes to account)and towards claims amounting to Rs.. 6009 lacs against the
corporate gaarantee proui.d.ed by the compana on belialf of oneof ft's subsidiary compang (Rifer to note no. 37 (A) id)-N of
notes to account), hence to these ertent the loss as stwwn ii
statement of profif & .Loss, ac&tmrlated losses and. anrrent
liabilitie s are understated.,,

b. TYpe of Audit
qualification

vuallllect upmlon

c. Frequency of
qualification

uonunurng Srnce Financial year 20Og_O9

d. Audit Qualification
where the impact
quantified by the
Auditor,
Management's
Views:

I.

Management has given details of'the Illegal & Diiputeo
contracts in its Notes on Accounts & as r"quired by AS-29i^ssued by ICAI " provisions, contingent Liabilities and
lgntinqent Assets" has also disclosed ihe a*ount of these
illegal disputed claims as contingent Liability under note nos.
37 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to the noies to account in the financial
statements as of 31"t March 2;ol4 which are reproduc'ed as
under:

0)(d)(A)37

The company had certain exotic derivative transactions
with ABN Amro Bank, which the Company has disputed
in an earlier year. During the tenure of transaction ABN
Amro Bank had communicated an estimated liability of
lhe company against these outstanding transactions asRs. 12530 Lac. Though, the bank has not further
communicated any liability of the company but as per
assessment made by an independent agencv o., th"

--S-



37

request of the company, the value of this deal on the day
of its expiry i.e. June 2010 is Rs 00800 Lac (negative to
the Company) (P.Y. Rs. 3O800 Lac) excluding any fee or
any amount received/ paid or payable on settlement. On
the basis of legal opinion, the Company has not admitted
the claim of bank against these transactions and filed a
suit in the competent civil court who had issued an
interim order for maintenance of status euo with regard
to recovery towards these transactions. The Hobble High
Court while admitting the appeal of the bank against this
status Quo order and suit has directed the continuation
of status Quo order granted by the Honble civil court
and also state the proceedings before Honble Civil Court
till further Order. The said appeal is sti[ under
consideration of Hontle High Court. In view of above
facts, no provision against these transactions is
considered necessary.

(A) (d) (rr)

Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited (KMBL) filed an
Original Application (OA) before Hon,ble Debt Recoverv
Tribunal, Mumbai (DRT) for recovery of its clairir
amounting to Rs. 601.11 lacs (p.y. Rs.6Ot.t1 Lacs) inrespect of certain foreign' currency derivative
transactions against which- vide an iirterim order
Hon'ble DRT has restrained the company from sellingits certain Fixed Assets. Hon'ble' p6Ut Recoverv
Appellate Tribunal (DRAT) Mumbai, on appeal of thi:
company, has directed to return the said- OA and set
aside the said restrain order passed by the Hon,ble
DRT. The Hon'ble Bombay Hieli Court vide an interim
order in the writ filed bi KM-BL against the order of
Hon'ble DRAT has staye<l the ordcji of Hon,ble DRAT
and restored the restrain order passed bv Honble DRTqtd qlsq stayed the proceedings before Hon,ble DRTtill further order. The said- writ is still under
consideration of Hon'ble Bombay Hieh Court. Besidesthis, subsequently, on expiration 6f the tenure of
these transactions, Kotak Mahindra Bank has also
raised a claim of Rs. 1435 Lacs (P.Y. Rs. 1435 Lacs) inrespect of these foreign currencv derivaiive
transactions. On the bas-is of legal -opinion, 

the
Company has not admitted the claim"s of bhnk ajainst
these transactions and liled a suit in the comietent

1
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civil court of=Iawcrvlr courr or raw where the same are still pendmg
fl ldry_"tion. An .appsat..filed .by the comp;"y -"g;il;?
ttre,orderpassed by-Hon'ble civil court inihe-maiter of

to maintain the status quo. as regards-ttre ie.or.ryproceedings is also p6ndilg aii.iudication- - befori:

withd.rawing its ea-rlier order directing to mani"ilih;
status quo.as -regards the- recovery pioceedings is alsopending adjudication before Hori,6le High eourt. Invlew ot above fagls, no provision a[ainst thesetransactions is considered necessary.

37 (A) (d) (rD

DBS Bank Ltd. have raised c]{ms amounting to us$9L.O9957 Lac & Rs. 667.39 lac, totaiing" to -Rs.

6142.46 lac approx (previous Jear totutffi i; iil:5622.23lac.apprbx) agdinst the iompanv in respect ofcertain foreigh- curreicy derivative iiarisa"iioil*.-b"the basis of .le.gal oliirion, the Comptn, -il; ;;iadmitted the claims ofbank against ttr"J" li"nsactions
and filed a suit in the comp-etent civil 

"ouii oi 1,.]"r,which has issued an interim'order for *"irt"n"nce oistatus quo with regards to recovery towards thesetransactions. The interim order is stif continuinn 
"rrathe matter is still pe1rding adjudicarion. A;;i;i;"f frt.;e

P_v E+"E againsf the Jtatris.qub 9ia9i d;"dd-btHon'ble civil court_i_q qlso pending adjudica'tion befoi'eHon'ble Allahabag HiSf, Cdurt. In"vieiv 
"f "U""" ?;;t",no provision against these transactions is consideie-ci

necessary.

37 (A) (d) (rv)

|{gyil] -!-yqgh Capital Services Inc. raised a claim ofus$ I95.BO Lacs,_Rq.-l 1T6T.S4 Lac approx, (p.y.US$ 195.80 Lacs, Rs 1OO+9.+2 t "" "pprtl.) ;!"fi;if_"^_!gpqany^i? respect .of an atidg'Ld 
-;brporate

guarantee of g^l"Op^ Lacs.(Rs. _6009.98 Lac alprox)((previous year $100 Lacs( Rs. 5a3g.g3 Ladlnorox.))
aueged. to be given by the company for oni:'of itdsubsidip{y co.mpany Wt/s Alps i".tSi lnc. gasea onIggfl ad.vlce, the company has not admitted the said
claim and filed a suitin the competent civit tourt. Anappeal. !led, by the company' againit 1h; orderpassed FV Hoh'ble Civit -Corirt in the matter ofwithdra.wing its jurisdiction and earlier order direCting

"ffi1
-$
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Management has also given its comment in its Directors
Report on the Auditors Qualification under the Heading ,,

Auditor's Observations, as under :-

"observations in the Auditors'Report are dealt within notes to
accounts at appropriate places and being self explanatory,
needs no further explanations. As requirJd under amended
clause 31(a) of the listing agreement and SEBI circular No.
cIR/cFD lDrLl7l.2012 dated August Ls, 2012, the necessary
disclosures/details in the preJcribed Form B have been
appended with the Annual Report.,,

The additional facts w.r.t. to the contracts which have been
disputed by Management being illegal are as under :

The subject matter of auditor's qualification relates to certain
derivative transactions & corpoiate Guarantee for derivative
transactions (transactions or contracts) of the years 2006-09.
These transactions are actuarly void ab-initio and these
resultant claims are disputed being illegal. However the
claims against these transactions are disclosed as contingent
liability under Nore Nos. s7 (A) (d) I, II, III and IV to the n6testo Account in the linancial statements as of 3lst March,
20t4.

some of the discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative aswell as corporate Guarantee) in terms of the FEMA & its
guidelines are as under:

The company could have onlSz purchased Derivative
contracts against payment of a clear cut premiurn while in
these transactions, it has been paid

The- exchange control manual containing RBI guidelines
under FEMA Act clearly provides that Foreign -Exchange
Derivatives are c_omplex product and werJ after beiig

l.

tt.

Hon'ble A11 acts,no provision against this claim is considered
necessary.

rmitted for the first time after a of more than 3

ffi,1
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decades, only with a clear cut condition that the
Authorized Dealer, through verification of Documentary
Evidence is satisfied about the genuineness of the
underlying exposure which has not been done by the
Banks.

iii. That the all the transactions entered into by the
Company were in gross violation of Foreign Exchange
Regulations and was a clear case of defrauding the
Company by the concerned banks.

iv. That the Company was only one of the thousands of
corporate which were duped by the fraudulent approach
of several banks, while undertaking Foreign Exchange
Derivative Transactions arising out of the white spread

. losses and claims raised by banks on large number of
Corporate, a Public Interest Litigation was filed by Writ
Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of 20O9 in the name of PravanJan
Patra Vs. Republlc of India & others before Hontble
High Court of Orlssa at Cuttack.

v. That the Hon'ble Orissa High Court had also
conducted preliminary enquiry in the matter by
Central Bureau of Investigation (CBI).

vl. That Honble Orissa High Court has made following
important observation in Para 13 to 16 to their order
dated 24n Dec,2OO9 in the Writ Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of
2OO9 which are reproduced herein below for kind
reference.

1. Para 13 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that upon Perusal of the report of CBI, as mentioned above
and considering the facts and circumstances of the case,
prima facie we are of the opinion that commission of
offences of cheating, criminal conspiracy and fraud cannot
be ruled out. This Court has not formed any opinion about
the involvement of officers of RBI. Therefore, the
.apprehensions of the learned counsel for the RBI that this

got
the

,' '-'t(I.
l, ,' -\/t::
i,

\
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court may not take the submission of the learned counsel
for the petitioner for granted that there is involvement of
the officials of the RBI has no relevance.
Para 14 of the Hon'ble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the above mentioned facts and circumstances, it
appears that besides serious irregularities as admitted in
the report of CBI, as indicated above, the following criminal
actions cannot be ruled out (i)making false declaration
deliberately by the users/ customers in making hedge
transactions in excess of their exposures, (ii) IDG has
identified violation which are serious in nature and
appears to be intentional and deliberate which also forms
mensrea in commission of offence, (iii) booking of contracts
under past performance basis beyond 50% of the eligible
limit without obtaining CA cbrtificate, (iv) misuse of
transactions by using photocopies of the same underlying
to enter into different contracts with different banks. The
CBI has specifically observed in the report that there is
clear cut violations of the guidelines of RBI and it may be
said that there is enough in this world for every oners need
but not for any one's greed .There are apparent violation of
FEMA and if investigation is done by the CBI, the violation
of FEMA can also seen and on that basis criminal offences
can also be found out.
Para 15 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the Facts that false declaration were made as
also from the abovementioned actions, the commission of
offences of cheating, fraud and criminal conspiracy cannot
be ruled out. The CBI has conducted a thorough enquiry.
The Action of the CBI is appreciable. CBI is the reputed
investigating agency and there is no other investigating
agency of national level in the country. The instant matter
is the matter of the national interest. If the allegations are
found to be true, then CBI would be busting a large
financial scam affecting the economy of the country. The
culprits should not, therefore, be allowed to go free.
Considering the facts and circumstances we think it
appropriate that the matter should be investigated by the
CBI and action in accordance with the law should be
taken.
Para 16 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
lhat-in the result, we allow this writ petition and direct the

2.

3.

4,

r$n- l, k
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CBI to investigate in to the offences on the basis of above
observation.

vll. That the aforesaid Judgment of Honble Orissa High Court
is under appeal before Honble Supreme Court, whereby
under Case No. CRLMP No.4199/2010 ICRLMP No.
5475120151 The Honble Supreme Court had given an
Interim Stay to the Judgment of Honble Orissa High
Court.

viii. That an Amount of Rs. 11767.54 Lac [US$ LL.ST
Millionsl has also been reflected as Contingent Liabilit5r in
the Financial Statement for the year ended on 31st March
2Ol4 towards the demand made on the company against
the Corporate Guarantee provided by the lCompany in
favour of Merill Lynch Inc, USA in respect of the Derivative
Transactions undertaken by lOOo/o subsidiary of the
Company [Alps USA Inc]. It may be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed for US$ 10 Million only
whereas a claim has been raised as equivalent to
US$19.57 Millions. That it may be further noted that the
derivative transactions have been entered into with the
subsidiary company in India only by the MLCS which are
not permitted by FEMA. It may be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed by the Company was not
permitted in terms of Indian Foreign Exchange Regulation
and accordingly returned to be taken on record (rejected)
by the Reserve Bank of India.

lx. That the Company had filed several cases against ABN
Amro Bank, DBS Bank Limited and Kotak Mahindra Bank
& Merrill Lynch Capital Services Inc, USA against their
illegal demands & debit notes in pursuance to complex
Cross Currency Derivatives Contract & Corporate
Guarantee entered into by the Company with them. In all
the cases filed in the Year 2008 & 2010, there is a stay by
an appropriate Court against the banks to recover the
alleged demands. However in case of Kotak Mahindra
Bank, in view of the circumstances, subsequently the

id-not consider the need of continuing its earlier

-Y*
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stay order & also in case o

Ill.:.:.,11"^:=t h"s return€d the ..i.. of tire 
"o*p.r,y.However appeals of company against th.;-o;;;s ;i;under court decision of Honble High Court.

x. That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABNAmro Bank, Kotak Mahindra Bank, DBS B;;i, the Boardof Directors of the company considers the matter anddemands to disclose the estimated claims of these Banksas a contingent liability in the financial statement for thefinancial year ending on B1$ March 2009 o"*"rAr.

xi. That it is welr accepted principle in India in terms ofIndian Accounting standards and standards on Auditingthat the contingent liability need not be prorided unlessthe. liability becomes a present obrigatibn where it isprobable that an outflow of ,""5rr""" embodying
economic benefits will be required to settie the obligatiorrland reliable estimate can bi made out of the amount ofthe obligation.

The management has decided to consider these disputedclaims only after the decision of Hon,ble corri" against thecompany.

However in view o.f the expranations given by the Management,rhe statutory Auditors has- not qualified their nuait n"iori o"the linancial statements of the 
"omparry 

for the year 2o1s-16
on these items.

Audtt Qualiflcatfo

Management's
Estimation on the
impact of audit
qualification ,.4:.' :' -- ', ', r

.it" '

.<*
., .1,)'
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_lr management is
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the same:

Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

9FOU ttt*agrng
urrector

CFO

Audit Committee
Chairman

Auditor of the
Company

d Accountants

Membership No. O74ggg

(Partner)

Date 19.O9.2016

Place: Ghaziabad
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STATEMENT ON TMPACT OF AUDIT QUALITICATTONS
IN TEFI4S OF REGITLATION 30 OF SpCURTTTES AND E>(CHANGE BOARD Or
utDla{usrrNo oBLroATror{s AIID Drscl/osuRE REQUTREMENTSI
REG{TLATIONS, 2O1s AND CIR/CFD/CMD l56l2OL6 DATED MAy 30, 2015

srtTEuENT ON TMPACT Op AUDrr QUAT,TFTCATIONS FOR TIIE TINANCTATT YEAR ENDDD
MARCH 31, 2015 (STANDALONpI

NAME OF THE coMPANv : ALPS INDUETRIE8 tTD. (L511oeuP1e72PLCOO35++l

(Rs, In lracaf

1. SI
No,

particulars Auditod Figureo(as
reported before
adjusting for
qualification)

Aqiustcd
Fl gure s (auditcd frgurc s
after adusting for
qualifications)

1. T\rrnover/Total Income 6.l+980 64980
2. Total Expenditure 64928,70 r13392.70
3. Net Profit/&oss) Q948,701 (48412.7O1
4. Earnings per share (in Rs.) (10.78) (123.771
5. Total Assets 103341,85 103341.8s
6. Total Liabilities 143360.79 188824.79
I, Net Worth (40018.94) (85482,94)
8. Any other financial

itcm(s)(as felt appropriate by
the menagement)
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contr,gqte* ,^ &
Corpqlellg OuarSntdb Erc.'i,,r.

6E283.57 22AL9.57
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If,. ^AUbIT QUALIFICATION {EACH AUDIT QUALIrICATIOIT EEPARATELYI

Detail of Audit
Qualification

for the year ended on S1"t March, 201S:

" TLLe company has not made ana proulsion toward.s Iosses
amounting to Rs,39205 Lac on deriuqtiue contracts (Refer to
Note ffos, 36 (A) (c) I, II and III to the notes to account) ancrtowards claims annourttrng to Rs. 6zsg lacs against 

- 

tii
co_ryorate guarantee proulded bv !,trc compana on behalf oJ one.of frs subsidiayy .company gefer to note io j6(A) fCiru ifnotes to account), hene to th.ese extent /he loss a' ino*" ii
s.taterruent of proftt & .Loss, aceumu.rated /osoes qnd, a)rrent
liobilities are understated, This matter was also Etalifted in our
Y-pory o_ry the financial statements for the gear'ended, on 31,t
March 2074."

The Audiao^
Audit Report dated 30n May 201s on tfe Financial statements

TYp" of Audit
qualification

Continuing Since Financial YAar r00g-09

Audit Qualification
whcrc the impact
quantified by thc
Auditor,
Management's
Views:

Management ht
conffactg in its_Notes o' Accounts & ao r.q",rircd by AS-29issued by ICAI ( provieions, Contingc,t 'Liabilties 

and
p..onti_ng9nt Assets" has also disclosed Ih" ^*ount of theseillegal disputed claims as c'ntingent Liability undcr note nos.36 (A) (c) I, II, uI and IV to the notis to accouit in the fila"ol;i
statements as of 01nt March 2o1s which afe reproduced as
under:

36 (A) (r) (r)

T!: company had certain exotic derivative transactions withABI{ Amro Bank, which the company has disputed in anearlier year as these transactions were per oe illegal and alsonot within the exchange control reguhttry permission of RBIand were entered into by the company on the basis of
e category of

Page 2 of 11
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mis-selling by the trank to the eompany, ABN Amro Bank had
communicated an estinrated liability of the company against
thcsc transactions of Rs. 12530 Lac (p.y. ns.'tZiSO Lac).
Subsequofltly, the deal expired in June 20tO and as per
aasessment by thc independent expert, the maximum claim
which can be raised by the bank against the company is Rs.
30E00 Lac as of June 2010, excluding any fee or any amount
received/ paid or payable on settlement. However bank has
not communicatecl any further amount to the company during
last about 5 years. on the basis of legal opinion, the iompany
has not admitted the claims and filed a suit in the compit.r,i
civil court who had issued an interim order for maintenance of
status quo with regard to recovery towards these transactions,
which is stiu continued, The Honble Alrahabad High court
while admitting thc appcal of the bank against thls status quo
order and the suit has direeted the continuation of the etalus
quo order grantcd by the Honble civil court and also stayed
the proceedings bcforc Honbro civil court till further order.
Thc said appeal is still under consideration of Honble High
court. In view of above facts, no provision against the-se
transactions is considered necessary.

s6 (A) (c) (II)

Kotak Mahindra Bank Limited (KMBL) filed an original
A_pplication (o.A ) before Honlble Debt Recovery Tribrlnal,
M_umbai (DRT) for recovery of its claim u.*ouniirrg to Rs.
601.11 lac. (P.Y. Ro. G01.11 lac) in rcspect of certaii foreign
currency derivative transactions which were per se illegal 6s
not within the regulatory permission of RBI and were entered
into by the company on the basis of incomplete disclosures
and details thus falls in the category of mis-selting by ttre bank
to the company. Hon'ble DRT vide an interim trder has
restrained the company to sale of its certain Fixed Assets.
Hon'ble Debt Recovery Appellate Tribunal (DPAT) Ivrurnbrri, on
Appcal of thc cornpany, has directed to renirn the said oA and
set asido the said rcotraincd or-dcr passecl by Uhe H0n'ble DRT.
The Hon'lole Bornbay High court vide an interim order in thewrit lilcd bv KMBL, against the order of Hon,bte DRAT has
stayed thc order of Hon1:le DRAT & restored the operation ol'
restraln order passed by Honble DRT and also itayed the

her order. The said writ

.. ' .)j/, ,/:/
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still under consideration of Honble Bombay High Court.
Besides this, Subsequently, Kotak Mahindra Bank had also
raised another claim of Rs. 1435 Lac (P.Y. Rs. 1435 Lac) in
respect of these foreign curency derivative transactions. On
the basis of legal opinion, the company has not admitted these
claims of bank against these transactions and filed a suit in
the competent civil court of law against these derivative
transactions where the same is still pending adjudication. An
appeal filed by the company against the order passed by the
Hon'ble Civil Court in the matter of withdrawing its earlier
order directing to maintain the status quo as regards the
recovery proceedings is also pending adjudication before
Hon'ble Allahabad High Court. In view of above facts, no
provision against these transactions is considered necessary.

36 (A) (c) (lu)

DBS Bank Ltd. has raised claims amounting to US$ 91.09 Lac
& Rs. 667.39 lac (totaling to Rs. 6369.38 lac, approx) (P.Y.
totaling to Rs. 6L42.45 lac approx) against the Company in
respect of certain foreign currency derivative transactions
which were per se illegal as not within the regulatory
permission of RBI and were entered into by the company on
the basis of incomplete disclosures and details thus falls in the
category of mis-selling by the bank to the company. On the
basis of legal opinion, the company has not admitted the
claims of bank & filed a suit in the competent civil court of law
against these transactions who has issued an interim order for
maintenance of status quo with regards to recovery towards
these transactions. The interim order is still continuing and
the matter is still pending adjudication. A revision filed by
bank against the status quo order passed by Honble Civil
Court is also pending adjudication before Honble Allahabad
High Court. In view of above facts, no provision against these
transactions is considered necessary.

36 (A) (c) (Iv)

Merrill Lynch Capital Services Inc. raised a claim of US$
195.80 Lac (Rs. 12255.24 Lac approx.) (P,Y. Rs. 1 L767.54 Lac
approx.) against the company in respect of an alleged

tee of US$ 100 Lac (Rs. 6259.08 lac a

'9)
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(P.Y. Rs. 6009.98 Lac approx.) alleged to be given by the
company for one of its subsidiary company M/s Alps USA Inc.
These claims relate to derivative transactions and corporate
guarantee thereof which were per sE illegal as not within the
regulatory permission of RBI and were entered into by the
company on the basis of incomplete disclosures and details
thus falls in the category of mis-selling by the bank to the
company. RBI has also refused to take on record the said
corporate guarantee. Based on legal opinion, the company has
not admitted said claim and filed a suit in the competent civil
court of law. An Appeal filed by the company against the order
passed by Honble Civil Court in the matter of withdrawing its
jurisdiction and earlier order directing to maintain the status
quo as regards the recovery proceedings is pending
adjudication before Honble Allahabad High Court. In view of
above facts, no provision against above claim is considered
necessary

Management has also given its comment in its Directors
Report on the Auditors Qualification under the Heading "
Auditor's Observations" as under :-

"Observations in the Statutory Auditors' Report are dealt
within notes to accounts at appropriate places and being self
explanatory, needs no further explanations. As required
under amended clause 31(a) of the listing agreement and
SEBI Circular No. CIR/CFD/DIL/7l2OL2 dated August 18,
2012, the necessary disclosures/details in the prescribed
Form A & Form B have been appended with the Annual
Report to the Stock Exchanges."

The additional facts w.r.t. .to the contracts which have been
disputed by Management being illegal are as under :

The subject matter of auditor's qualification relates to certain
derivative transactions & Corporate Guarantee for derivative
transactions (transactions or contracts) of the years 2ao6-og.
These transactions are actually void ab-initio and these
resultant claims are disputed being illegal. However the
claims ..st these tralqactions are disclosed as contingent

't''' -\fui
,l,.,,:i
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11.

liability under Note Nos. 36 (A) (c) I, II, III and IV to the notes
to Account in the financial statements as of 31st March,
2015.

Some of the discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative as
well as Corporate Guarantee) in terms of the FEMA & its
guidelines are as under:-

The Company could have only purchased Derivative
contracts against payment of a clear cut premium while in
these transactions, it has been paid

The exchange control manual containing RBI guidelines
under FEMA Act clearly provides that Foreign Exchange
Derivatives are complex product and were after being
permitted for the first time after a long gap of more than 3
decades, only with a clear cut condition that the
Authorized Dealer, through verification of Documentary
Evidence is satisfied about the genuineness of the
underlying exposure which has not been done by the
Banks.

lii. That the all the transactions entered into by the
Company were in gross violation of Foreign Exchange
Regulations and was a clear case of defrauding the
Company by the concerned banks.

iv. That the company was only one of the thousands of
corporate which were duped by the fraudulent approach
of several banks, while undertaking Foreign Exchange
Derivative Transactions arising out of the white spread
losses and claims raised by banks on large number of
Corporate, a Public Interest Litigation was filed by Writ
Petition (Crl.) No. 344 of 2009 in the name of pravanJan
Patra Vs. Republlc of India & others before Hon'ble
Iltgh Court of Orlssa at Cuttack.

v. That the Honble Orissa High Court had also got
eted prelimi iry in the matter by the

-j'&
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CentralBureau@

vl. That Hon'bre orissa High court has made followingimportant observation in para 13 to 16 to their orderdated 24l*. Dea, zoog in the writ petition (crl.) No. 344 oi2oog which are reproduced herein uetow for kind, reference.

1. Para 13 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment statesthat upon Perusal-of the report of cBl, as mentioned aboveand considering the facts and circu*"ta"c.s of the case,prima facie we are of the opinion urui-.o*mission ofoffences of cheating, criminar conspir."y 
"r.a 

fraud cannotbe r'uled out. This court has not fd;d anvlpinion aboutthe involvement of officers of RBI. -Therefore, 
theapprehensions of the learned counsel for the RBI that this

::_"* T"{ not take the submission of the learned counself9r t!9 petitioner for granred that there i. i;;;i;;;;i
the officials of the RBI has no relevance.2, Para 14 of the Honble orissa Higrr clurt Judgment statesthat from the above mentionea ficts and circumstances, itappears that besides serious irregularities as admitted inthe report of cBI, as indicated abo"ve, tr* iorrowing criminalactions cannot be ruled out (i)maling i;i;. declarationdeliberately U.V the users/ customers in *.ki"g-h;;;;transactions in excess of their 

"*po"rr".,- tiit rbc rri.identified violation which are serious in nature andappdars to be intention;i;"; aeriueraie *rri.r, arso formsmensrea in commission of offence, (iii) booking of contracts
H:?-"..1,?:l.l."l'I311:' b11s b"rirh sot;- J,r tne erigiuielimit without obtaining ca- ceitificate, (ili ;il'i:'"l"ttransactigns by..using photocopies of the'.;; underlyingto enter into different contr."fs with differ;;t banks. ThecBI has specifically observed in the report 

-irr"t 
there isclear cut violatlons-of the guidelines or nri *rra it may besaid that there is enough ii ttris world lbr.";ry one,s need

l:l lo, fo1 .1ny one,s gieed .There are apparent violation ofFPMA and if investigation is done uy thf'Cei,-irr" violationof FEMA can also seen and on that basis criminal offencescan also be found out.
3. Para" l5,of.the Honble Orissa Hi Court J t states&t;

!i

'il' . Jt
a .., r/
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that from the Facts that false declaration were made as
also from the abovementioned actions, the commission of
offences of cheating, fraud and criminal conspiracy cannot
be ruled out. The CBI has conducted a thorough enquiry.
The Action of the CBI is appreciable. CBI is the reputed
investigating agency and there is no other investigating
agency of national .level in the country. The instant matter
is the matter of the national interest. If the allegations are
found to be true, then CBI would be busting a large
financial scarn affecting the economy of the country. The
culprits should not, therefore, be allowed to go free.
Considering the facts and circumstances we think it
appropriate that the matter should be investigated by the
CBI and action in accordance with the law should be
taken.

4. Para 16 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that in the result, we allow this writ petition and direct the
CBI to investigate in to the offences on the basis of above
observation.

vll. rhat the aforesaid Judgment of Hon'ble orissa High court
is under appeal before Honble Supreme Court, whereby
under Case No. CRLMP No.4 t99 /2OLO [CRLMP No.' 547512015] The Honble Supreme Court had given an
Interim Stay to the Judgment of Honble Orissa High
Court.

vill. That an Amount of Rs. 12255.24 Lac tUS$ tg.ST
Millionsl has also been reflected as contingent Liability in
the Financial Statement for the year ended on 3Ist'March
2015 towards the demand made on the company against
!h" Corporate Guarantee provided by the Company in
favour of Merill Lynch Inc, USA in respect of the Dirivative
Transactions undertaken by I0Oo/o subsidiary of the
Company [Alps USA Inc]. It may be noted that the
Corporate Guarantee executed for US$ l0 Million only
whereas a claim has been raised as equivalent to
US$L9.57 Millions. That it may be further noled that the
derivative transactions have been entered into with the

ibstdia in India the MLCS which are

&,,
./. ",/' 1.r/

r-.L,a.- ,,,;-*" 
'
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not permitted by FEMA. It may ffi
corporate Guarantee executed by the company was not

claims only after the decision of Honbt" cor.tJ;;;J,-;:
companY.

permitted in terms of Indian Foreign Exchange Regulation
and accordingly returned to be taken on rec-ord tie:i.t"Jiby the Reserve Bank of India.

lx. That the compJny had filed several cases against ABN
Amro Bank, DBS Bank Limited and Kotak Mahindra Bank& Merrill Lynch-capital services Inc. usA against theirillegal demands & debit notes in pursuance to complexcross currency Derivatives contract & corporate
Guarantee entered into by the company with them. In all
the cases filed in the yeai 2oog & 2btol there is a stay byal appropriate court against the banks to recover the
alleged demands. However in case of Kotak MahindraBank, in view of the circumstances, subsequently thecourt did not consider the need of continuing its earlierstay order & also in case of Merrill.Lynch capital services
Inc. , the court has returned the c-ase of t'he "o*p.rl"However appeals of company against these orders 

"r"under court decision of Hon,bG High Court.

x. That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABNAmro Bank, Kotak Mahindra Banir, DBS Bank, the-Boardof Directors of the company considers the matter anddemands to disclose the estimated claims of th... ga;ks
l. , contingent liability in the financial statement for thefinancial year ending on gr., March.2Oo9 orn 

"ra..
xl. That it is we[ accepted principre in India in terms ofIndian Accounting stand"io. ana stanJaras on Auditingthat the contingent liability need not be provided unlessthe- lia-bility becomes a present obrigation where it isprobable that an outflbw of ,""5rrr"", embodying

economic benefits will be required to settle the obligaiion3and reliable estimate can be made out of the amount ofthe obligation.

I**:::lSri."^1r -,11", 
decjded 

-to_ 
consider these disputed

tl
\i,
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However in view of the explanations given by the Management,
the Statutory Auditors has not qualified their Audit Report on
the financial statements of the company for the year 2015-16
on these items.

G. Audlt Quallficatlon where the impis

Not Appllcablc
(i) Management's

Eotimation on the
impact of audit
qualification

(ii) If management is
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the sarne:

(iii) Auditor's
Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

{''{w li
I

:l
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Date : 19.09.2016

Place : Ghaziabad
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STATEMENT ON IMPACT OF AUDIT QUALITICATIONSIsI'TERr[s oF RDGuLATIoI{ Bg oF spclrRrrlps-lnp EITCITANcE BoARD oF
llfDjgtusuu_ooBLrcATroNsANDDrscLosrrRrRrQUrREMENTslREerrLATroNs, 2oro AND crR/crolcupEoTzoro perpp MAy ab, zoro

STATEMENT ON IMPACT OT AUDIT QUALItrICATIONS FOR THE FINANCIAI, YEAR ENDEDMARCH 31, 2O1s (coNsoLrDATED)

NAME Or THE COMpAIty : ALpS IITDUSTRIES tTD. (L5llqglrp LgT2pLCOOgS44f

\ -,. ::i 
, j/,-.,y.-,:.. .J ,.l:y'\. ', .,-. ,.-1,.r'

,)
', 

tl

(Rs. In Lacs)
1. SI

No.
particulars Audited FigureC(as

reported before
adjusting for
qualification)

Adjusted
Figures(audited figures
after adjusting for
qualifications)

1. TurnoverTTotilGcome
65623.852. Total Expenditufe 1t4029.873. Npt Profit/(Loss)

4. veqz.ozt (48406.O21
t/a_ruutgs per Snafe 1m RS.l _(10.76) (123.7615. Total Assets ln?o(o trG.

6. Total Liabilities ru\ryoz.Do
L42376.2L 187840.217. Net Worth (38423.65) IgQ887.6s)8. Any otner --tinanffi

item(s)(as felt appropriate bytne management)
Contingent Liability towards
Derivative Contracts &
Corporate GU arar.rtE6.Eta"

68283.57 228t9.57
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.l

II.'AT DIT QUALIFTC.ILTIoN (EACrr ArrDrr QuALIFICATTON SEPARATELYI

Detail of Audit
Qualification Th. Auditors

l:i,J*::-'lg?Ld sb1u1y 20.1s o,, in-" Fi";*;i"r statements'rer \JL(a,LElutrIlLSfor the year ended on 3l"t lriarch, 20i*-- 
- "'.^"!

" TT7'e e:mpany has not made ana prouision toward.s lossesamounting to Rs.s92as Lac on dziuatiue intracts (Refer toNote wgs, !7 @) (c) r, rr and rrr ti tt*--iilJ-io" o""ount1 and.towards craims amounting to Rs. 6259 racs against thecorporate guarantee prouided by 
^tte 

compana- in behaf o7 oneof ir's subsfdiary 
-company @Zfe, to nite io.- er 6) k) N ofnotes to account), hence ti ttrci" ertent fi-p ross as shown in

:.to,t?.T."nt of proft & trosg acqtmulated los;s;e,s and cunentliabilities are und,erstated. This matter was arso quarified. in ourypory 2n he financiat statements for th.e year=end.ed. on 3rstMarch 2014.',

Tlpe of Audit

Continuing Si

Audit QualifiCation
where the impact
quantified by the
Auditor,
Management,s
Views:

issued by rcAr " provisi"il, ';,il,&;;"?#,,H.^X;
contingent Assets" has arso discrosed Trr"-.*ount of these
11-"q"t disputed claims as contingent Liability under note nos.37 (A) (c) I, II, III and IV to the notes to accouirt in the financialstatements as of 31"t March 2015 which *r. ,"produced asunder:

37 (A) (c) (I)

Tk.company had certain exotic derivative transactions withABN Amro Bank, which the Company fr.. ai*puted in anearlier year as these transactions were per se ilegar and arso
H: 

*::1': [".::nlnF" controt regulattry p.r*i..ion of RBr

Managem."

i:11,,:1.,:..'t",*:,Ngte1 on. Accounts & as 
-rl-q'Jr.a 

by AS_2e

and were entered inlo by tt, L?*p."i, ';"fi;';#.*:i
egory of
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b.

c. Frequency;f-
qUalification



mis-selling by the ba
communicated an estiniated liability of the company against
these transactions of Rs. 12sgo l^. (p.y. Rs. 

-t2i3o 
Lac).

Subsequently, tl" 9r?l expired in June 2O1O and as pJ,
ass€ssment by the independent expert, the maximum claim
which can be raised by the bank against the company is Rs.
30800 Lac as of June 2010, excluding any fee or any amount
received/ paid or payable on settlement.- However tank hasnot communicated any further amount to the company duringlast about 5 years. on the basis of legal opinion, trr. cL*p""!
has not admitted the claims and filel a 

"Lit 
i' the comp"t""t

civil court who had issued an interim order for maintenance ofstglus quo with regard to recovery towards these transactions,which is still continued. The Honble Allahabad High couriwhile admitting the appear of the-bank against this .6t", q"o
order and the suit has directed the continuation of the staiusquo order granted by the Honble civil court and also 

"t"y"Jlfe nrgc-eedings before Honble civil court till further orj"r,The said appeal is stilr under consideration of Honble Highcourt. In view of above facts, no provision against thesetransactions is considered necessary.

37 (A) (c) (II)

f::?,1^y*i*T, q1lk Limited. ([MFL) nted an originarA-pplication (o.A.) before Hon'ble Debt'Recovery Tribrlnal,
Y:tb"i (DRT) f1r recovery of its claim amounting to Rs.601.11 lac (p.y. Rs. 601.1i rac) in respect oilertaii foreigncurrency derivative transactions which were per se iuegal isnot within the'regulatory permission of RBI 

"rrd 
,r.r" ";;;;;into by the comp*ry on ihe basis of incornpi"t" ai""tosures

and details thus falls in-the category of mis-seiling by the uanr<to thg company. Hon'bre oRT vide an inteiiir order h;;restrained the company to sale of its certain Fixed Assets.Hon'ble Debt Recovery Appeilate Tribunar loneq Mumbai, onAppeal of the company, hias directed to return the said oA andset aside the said restrained order passed by the Honble DRT.The Hon'ble Bombay High court vide an interim order i" trr.writ filed by KMBL against the order of Honble DRAT has
::iy-.l ,he order of Hon'rcle DRAT & restoreo trr. operation ofrestrain order passed by Honble DRT ana 

^iso 
stayed the

de". th" said writ

it Y,,ii,]
\ .,,' .,'
't-,, t '' -rt'''.-.j,..:_..-., page 3 of 11
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raised another claim of Rs. 14gs Lac (p.y. Rs. 14gs Lac) in
reslect of these foreign eurrency derivative transactions. On
the basis of legal opinion, the company has not admitted these
claims of bank against these transactions and filed a suit in
the competent civil court of law against these derivative
transactions where the same is still pending adjudication. An
3pn9a1 filed by the company against the order passed by the
Hon'lole civil court in the matter of withdrawing its "LIi"torder directing to maintain the status quo as iegards the
recovery proceedings is also pending adjudication before
Honble Allahabad High court. In view of above facts, no
provision against these transactions is considered nece.""ry.

,37 (A) (c) (lll)

DBS Bank Ltd. has raised claims amounting to US$ 91.09 Lac
& Rs. 667.39 lac (totaling to Rs. 6369.3g 1ac, approx) (p.y.
totaling to Rs. 6L42.45 lac approx) against the iompany in
respect qf certain foreign currency derivative traniactions
which :vere _p_el_ se illegal as not within the regulatory
permission of RBI and were entered into by the company on
the basis,of incomplete disclosures and details thus falis in the
category of mis-selling by the bank to the company. on the
b_a9is of rlegal opinion, the company has not admitted the
claims of;bank & filed a suit in the competent civil court of law
against ttrese transactions who has issued an interim order for
maintenance of status quo with regards to recovery towards
these transactions. The interim order is still continuing and
the matter is still pending adjudication. A revision fitEd by
bank against the status quo order passed by Honble civil
court is also pending adjudication before Honble Allahabad
High court. In view of above facts, no provision against these
transactions is considered necessary.

still under consideration of Honble eom@
Besides this, Subsequently, Kotak Mahindra Bank had also

37 (A) (c) (lv)

!t^eyit! Lynch capital services Inc. raised a claim of usg
195.80 Lac (Rs. 1225s.24 Lac approx.) (p.y. Rs. 11167.54 Lac
approxl--against tbe company in re of an

(V l\
r ' :.1' t ir

' ,,',|.i.. , :./
'' ,....,.--..... ,.., 
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c_orporate guarantee of us$ 100 Lac (R"@
(P.Y. Rs. 6009.98- Lac approx.) alleged to be given tv ur"
company for one of its subsidiary company M/s Alps USA tnc.
These claims relate to derivative transaclions .ri 

"orporateguarantee thereof which were per se illegal as not within the
regulatory permission of RBI and werelntered into by the
c-omplny on the basis of incomplete disclosures and dltaits
thus falls in the category of mis-selling by the bank to the
company. RBI has also refused to take on record the said
corporate guarantee. Based on legal opinion, the company hasnot admitted said claim and filed a suit in t-he competent civilcourt of law. An fRgeal filed by the company againsl ure orae,
gagsed by Honble civil court in the **it"iorivitrrarawing itsjurisdiction and earlier order directing to maintain the stltusquo as regards the recovery proceedings is pending
adjudication before Honble Allaliabad High cLrt. In view ofabove facts, no provision against above 

"claim is considered
necessary.

Management has also given its comment in its
Report on the Auditors eualification under the
Auditor's Observations,, as under :-

"observations in the Statutory Auditors, Report are dealtwithin notes to accounts at appropriate places and being selfexplanatory, needs no further Lxplanations. As reqiriredunder amended__clar19e 31(a) of thL Hsting agreement andSEBI Circutar No. CrR/CFD/DIL lT /ZOLZ Eate? Aueust ig;2012, the necessary d.iscrosur""id"t"il" in the prescribedForm A & Form B have been appended with the AnnuarReport to the Stock Exchanges."

The additional facts w.r.t. to the contracts which have beendisputed by Management being illegal are as ,rrd", ,

th9 subject matter of auditor's qualification relares to certainderivative transactions & corporate Guarantee for derivative
lf::^""::llJr1?""actions or contracts) of the years 2oo6_os.These transactions are actuaily r;id -"u-i"itil 

and these

Directors
Heading u

q__are disputed illegal. However the
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claims aSains

1:ol,:y^.y:S:l N:l: Nos. 87 Ol t"t r, rr, rrr analv to the notes

l"Ort:"""nt 
in the financiai statements as of 31si M;;;h;

some of the discrepancies of these transactions (Derivative as*"11. ?.. corporate Guarantee) in terms-;r rh" FEMA & itsguidelines are as under:- Lr'\

l' The company could have only purchased Derivativecontracts against payment of a cliar'""t-p."Lium while inthese transactions, ii has been paid

ll. The exchange control manual _containing RBI guidelinesunder FEMA Act clearly provides ttrai r.Br"ig' ExchangeDerivatives are cgmplgi product .rra ,r.i. after beingpermitted for the firsf time after 
" 

il;;;tof *or. than 3decades, o4y with a clear cut c.:nctition that theAuthorized Dealer, through verificatio' oi-oo"umentary
3:'^1"S:_t"^--::ll:fied .ai'out the g"rrir.r,r*. of the l

lii' That the all the transactions entered into by thecompany were in gross vioration oi-r,oi.ig' ExchangeRegulations and *"s a clear 
"u.""- 

oi J"rr....rairrg theCompany by the concerned banks.

underlying exposure which has noi b"en Or"l ;; fi:. Banks.

also

lv. That the C:Tpur* was only one of the thousands ofcorporate whicfr were duped.uy ttre rr..ra.rt.rrt approachof several banks, wh,e 
""a"it"ll; F#o" ExchangeDerivative Transactions arising out of the white spreadlosses and claims raised bv brant" ;; l.rg" number ofcorporate, a pr.rblic Interesi Litigation-*""'nt"a by writPetition (crr.) No. 344 of 2oo9 in-the ;il; of pravaqfanPatra vs' Repub[c of rndia a otners- tefo"e HonrbreHtgh Court of Orlssa at Cuttack.

V.

, ,:/
" i:. . i/"'".:,:-.... .-,/*-'p-age 
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vl. That Honble orissa High court has made forlowingimportant observation iri para 13 to 16 to their orderdated 24,* Dec, 2OOg in the Writ petitiorrlCrf.) No. 844 of2OQ9 which are reproduced herein bJo* for kind
. reference.

1. Para 13 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment statesthat upon perusal-of the report oI cBI, as mentioned aboveand considering the facts ind circu;"4;;;;" ;-ffi;;"*,prima facie we are of the opinion trr*i-.o*mission ofoffences of cheating, criminar cbnspiracy and fraud cannotbe ruled out. This court has not rormea anvlpinion aboutthe involvement of officers of RBI. '?herefore, 
theapprehensions of the rearned counsel for the RBI that this

gour_t may not take the submission of the learned counself9r th9 petitioner 
lo1 sr""ila that there ir;ffi;;:;;Ti

the officials of the RBI has no relevance.2. Para 14 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment statesthat from the above mentioned ficts ana circumstances, itappears that besides serious irregularities as admitted in'the. report of cBI, as indicated abo"ve, trr" i"[.wing criminalactions cannot be rured out liymaling iJ;" decrarationdeliberately U.V the users/ customers in making hedgetransactions in excess of their .*po.ri.., (ii) fbC h;;identified vioration which are seiious in nature andappears to be intentional and deliberate which also formsmensrea in commission of offence, (iii) booking of .orrtracis
;i:1_"' ..1i: l. 1."'lol1l-l " " b 

1s1 
s b.d;ll -s 

oii" 
" 
r th e e ri gi blelimit without obtaining ca- 

""itificate, irri #i";'J:'";transactigns by.ysing photocopies of the .u*. underlyingto enter into different cont.."i. with different banks. Thectsl has specifically observed in the repori-irr"t there isclear cut violations-of the guidelines or nei-urri it may besaid that there is enough ii this world ror *"ry one,s need
l:! -lot fo1 1ny one's gieed .There are apparent violation ofFEMA and if investigation is done uy tnl'cer,-irr. vioration

conducted pr"li
Central Bureau of Investigation iCef).

of FEMA can also seen and on ,r."r'U."ir;ilffi ffi:?rt:::Cen€lso be found out.

-\b-',
;

f,i

.t
' I _'.t-

" : -.--."'_;:;?r'
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3. Para 15 of the Honble Orissa High Court Judgment states
that from the Facts that false declaration were made as
also from the abovementioned actions, the commission of
offences of cheating, fraud and criminal conspiracy cannot
be ruled out. The CBI has conducted a thorough enquiry.
The Action of the CBI is appreciable. CBI is the reputed
investigating agency and there is no other investigating
agency of national level in the country. The instant matter
is the matter of the national interest. If the allegations are
found to be tr-Lle, then CBI would be busting a large
financial scam affecting the economy of the country. The
culprits should not, therefore, be allowed to go free.
considering the facts and circumstances we trrink it
appropriate that the matter should be investigated by the
cBI and action in accordance with the law should be
taken.
Para 16 of the Honble orissa High court Judgment states
that in the result, we allow this writ petition and direct the
cBI to investigate in to the offences on the basis of above
observation.

4.

vll. That the aforesaid Judgment of Honble orissa High court
is under appeal before Honble supreme court, whereby
under Case No. CRLMP No.4 199 /2OtO [CRLMP No.
5475120151 rhe Honble supreme court had given an
Interim stay to the Judgment of Honble oriJsa High
Court.

vlll. That an Amount of Rs. 122ss.24 Lac [us$ 19.s7
Millions] has also been reflected as conting"rri Li"bility in
the Financial statement for the year ended on 31.t March
2015 towards the demand made on the company against
the corporate_ Guarantee provided by the 

-compa-ny 
in

favour of Meritl Lynch [nc, usA in resplct of the Dirivative
Transactions undertaken by Loo% subsidiary of the
company [Alps usA IncJ. It may be noted that the
corporate Guarantee executed for us$ 10 Million onlywhereas a claim has been raised as equivalent t6
us$19.57 Millions. That it may be further noied that the

into with the

;/
\J. ',)'

.i- : .,i.'
-'-;,*., 

....-"1f
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subsidiary cornpany in India onty uffi
not permitted by FEMA. It may be noted that the
corporate Guarantee executed by the company was not
permitted in terms of Indian Foreign Exchange Regulation
and accordingly returned to be taken on rec-ord lie3ectealby the Reserve Bank of India.

ix. That the company had filed several cases against ABN
t*1o Bank, DBS Bank Limited and Kotak Mahlndra Bank& Merrill Lynch capital services Inc. USA against ih"i;
illegal demands & debit notes in pursuance to complex' cross currency Derivatives contract & corpoiate
Guarantee entered into by the company with them. In all
the cases filed in the year 2oog & 2b10, there is a stay by
an appropriate court against the banks to recover- thl
alleged demands. However in case of Kotak Mahindra
Bank, in view of the circumstances, subsequently thecourt did not consider the need of continuing its Jarlier
stay order & also in case of Merrill Lynch capiltal serwices
Inc. , the court has returned the case of tire 

"o*p"rry.However appeals of company against these orders are
under court decision of Honble HrSt, Court.

x. That in furtherance to the disputed demands by ABNAryo Bank, Kotak Mahindra Bank, DBS Bank, the Boardof Directors of the company considers the matter and'demands to disclose the estimated claims of these Banks
ls a contingent liability in the financial statement for the
financial year ending on Blst March 2oog orrru.ra*.- 

---

xl. That it is welr accepted principre in India in terms of ]

rrr.l'L rL ^i werr accepteo prlncrple in India in terms ofIndian Accounting standaids ana standard* o" a"aiii"g
lfat.1n9.-contingent riabiliry need not be proria"a unlessthe. liability becomes a present obligatibn *h"r" it isprobable that an outfl-ow of ,."5.rr""" embodying
economic benefits will be required to settle the obligatiorriand reliable estimate can be made out of the amount ofthe obligation.

th: management has decided to consider these disputed
orrt" against the

. ).
,t

.,. ;ri
.-rii

il
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company

However in view of the explanations given by the Management,
the Statutory Auditors has not qualified their Audit Report on
the financial statements of the company for the y"u, 2o1s-16
on these items.

G. Audtt Qualtftcatlon where the lmpact ls n
Not Apptlcable

(i) Management's
Estimation on the
impact of audit
qualification

(ii) If management is
unable to estimate
the impact, reasons
for the same:

(ii0 Auditor's
Comments on (i) or
(ii) above:

'ffi. 
i

\i.:" t., . '.'

'\r. , ,t;i'\':.:/
-Ll,;i../;p/
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To be stgned by-

CEO/Managng
Director

CFO

Audit Committee
Chairman

Auditor of the
Company

nor nl€r$Hl$HQi:i; r i*.

. No. 000748C )

C:-
Man;frr1r;

Date : 19.09.2016

Place : Ghaziabad
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