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OFFICE ORDER

sub: Intimation of the decisrons hlving retrospective effect to theaffected Allottee(s) and examination of past cases on meritwherein no such intimation was p*,,ia.a to tn. Ariottee(sf .

The IDC in its leeting held on 02.02.2018 while discussing the case ofsuncity sheets PvL Ltd., Boranada, Phase-tv has noticeJ that tfrere areseveral disputed cases on account of the fact that IDc has takendecisions which also have retrospective effect to it, i.e. they becomeapplicable to allotments made earlier wherein such 
"trral"rrs were notincluded as one of the conditions of allotrnent or any condition has beenchanged to the detriment of the Allottee. ir, 

"u"h situation, it has beenobserved tJrat, fr9* RIICo's perspective these decisions u""o*" bindingon the allottees udth effect fr; tJ.e date of the decisionsTo.o"r. However,it has also been observed that the changeJ conditions/stipulations (notincluded in the original allotment conditiJns, and to the detriment of theallottees concenled) are not intimated. to the 
^lrott."" "o.r".*.d either bythe unit oflice or the Ho- It remains a presumption with Ho/Unit officethat the allottees concerned would be aware of t-he IDc A;i"io, o. changein Rule/condition. This is against the principles of naturar justice.

In view of above, the IDC has decided that for all such decisions in future,having retrospective effect, intimation to the affected allottees would begiven by the concerned unit offic-e positively.-io, past ,.,"h t"."", whereinno such intimation was provided, lh" 
"u**-* 

would be examined o' rneritsin accordance wit! th; principres laid down in respect of decisionpertaining to Item 
-No. 

(lo) of the IDC meeting dt, 02.02.2018. Extractcopy of item (I0) from the minutes of the sald meeting or ur" IDc isannexed for reacly reference ^^6 vr -^" ^{f 'f
,flt'\

Encl'^fo ryiff,:}?,*?:i

Copy to:
1 . FA/Advisor (A&M)



EXTRACT copv of Item 10 from the minutes of the meeting of theInfrastructure nevelopm.ni colmittee of the 8"".0 of Directors of Rajasthan
;l3F.ffi#1,?il.ii:#T:# ;*estment corporation Ltd, iuipu, herd on

Item 10: case of
ial a
rlier d

No.
ry and

on2e.0q.2an.

The committee discussed the agenda. An addendum to the agendanote, detailing the facts of the captioned .ur. *u, placed before thecommitree and taken on record. rh. c;;l;.;"ted the fo'owing:
(1) The allottee in tg" application f'r allrrmenr of lancl had proposedaninvestmentofRs.1a.stcr'inpha.sesunanntatonego.
(2) The committee accorded approval for preferential allotment Uat3(w) of Rrrco Disposar or r*a R i;;;-ie79 under the thenprevailing scheme of minimum investm"nt'oiRs. 20 crores withinthe stipulated time, and the 1ry. was incorporated in conditionno. 6 0f allotment rener dt. 16-11 -2010 thai th. a,ottee wourdcornmence production within_ a totar period of 3 years *itt u

iltifininvestment 
of Rs. 20 crores. Thisl i y.u, period was ,p

(3) subsequently, policy decision was taken by the IDc in its meetingheld on zg-s-z}rz wherein it was aecioed that in cases t_rfpreferential allotment ulR 3 (w), the totai-inu.rt*.nt as per rheproject report was req,ired to be made uy trr. aue date.(4) T. company informed the unit office vide its lener dated r2_I_2014 that it 
-has completed minimum investment of Rs. 26.53crores and is in production.

(5) Jhe comparry was not informed by the Unit office of the IDcdecision andapplicability of the new Rule 2 r w.e.f. l_6_2012, and.was informed about it post the stipulated dare (14-12_20121 onis_2-2014, and after submission of their retter. In fact, up to Jury2013 the unit office was sending communication to the companyto ensure investment of minimum Rs. 20 crores t' consider unit inproduction.
(6) The applicant company has inforrned, with supp'rting documentsthat it has already invested Rs. 6r.16 cr. on fixed assets as on30.11.2017 and Rs. 17.71 cr. on account of, working capitar. Inaddition, it has praced orders for machinery ,^...Eing"R;. i;

I
Al^



crores and is in process to invest even more than the envisaged

amount. The aliottee has paid approx' Rs. t75 cr. as revenue/tax to

the Gpvelrlment after the commenoement of the production and is

giving direct employment to 135 individuals presently.

ln view of above background, the committee reviewed its earlier

decision taken by the IDb on agenda item (16) of its meeting held on

11.05.2015 and accepted the request of Suncity Sheets P\rt' Ltd' VA

Boranada" Phase-IV, to consider minimum investnent of Rs' 20 cr' for

the purpose of commencement of production,activity'

As regards to similar other pending cases' the Committee directed that

such cases shall be examinld ott case to case basis from the point of

vicw wlrether IDC decision dated 29.5.2012 was communioated

timely to the concerned allottee(s) that had beenallotted land prior to

this order, their current status of investment etc' Such cases where the

IDC decision date d 2g520I2 was applied with retrospective effect'

and the actual situation was as per the present case, shall be dealt wittt

in the manner as done in this case. All such cases will be reviewed

and decided at the ievel of the MD, on the basis of representation

made by the concemed allottee and merits /facts of the case etc'

However, cases already decided, wherein retention charges levied have

been deposited by the concerned allottee, shall not be reopened'

Dated 12.02.2018.Np. A.3(2)sl2s6l18
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