KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company

NOTICE

NOTICE is hereby given that an Extraordinary General Meeting (“EGM”) of the Members of
KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED (“the Company” or “KBL”) on (i) the Requisition dated
October 21, 2022 and (ii) the Amended Requisition dated November 14, 2022 (copies of
which are attached herewith) were received by the Board of Directors of the Company on
October 25, 2022 and November 14, 2022 respectively (“Requisitions”) made by the below
mentioned requisitionists (“the Requisitionists”):

Sr. No. Name of the Requisitionists Percentage of the Paid-Up
Share Capital of the
Company
| il Kirloskar Industries Limited - 23.91%
2 Mr. Atul Kirloskar 0.50%
) Mr. Rahul Kirloskar 0.51%
Total | 24.92%

will be held on Thursday, the 8" day of December, 2022 at 2.00 p.m., Indian Standard Time
(IST), through Video Conferencing/ Other Audio Visual Means (“VC"/ "OAVM”) facility to
transact the following Special Business:

SPECIAL BUSINESS (As extracted from the Amended Requisition):

1. To consider and if thought fit, pass the following resolution, with or without modification(s),
as an Ordinary Resolution:

Appointment of an Independent and reputed external entity as an independent
forensic auditor for conducting a forensic audit to investiqate and (i) verify the
expenses incurred bv Kirloskar Brothers Limited on legal, professional and
consultancy charges over the past 6 (six) vears. and the affairs of Kirloskar Brothers
Limited; (ii) verify all records, books of accounts. minutes books, other documents of
Kirloskar Brothers Limited: and (iii) examine the conduct of the Board of Directors of
Kirloskar Brothers Limited includina Independent Directors.

"RESOLVED THAT pursuant to the applicable provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 read
with rules made there under (“the Act”) (including any statutory amendment(s),
modification(s) or re-enactment(s) thereof for the time being in force), the consent of the
members of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”) be and is hereby granted to appoint
M/s [¢], as an independent forensic auditor for conducting a forensic audit in the affairs of
KBL for investigation and verification of all records, books of accounts, minutes books,
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other documents of KBL and the conduct of the Board of Directors of KBL including
independent directors. The scope of the forensic audit would include but shall not be
limited to investigation and verification of the following matters:

1.1 Has the KBL Board especially the independent directors of KBL verified the claims
made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar in relation to the Deed of Family Settlement dated
September 11, 2009, (“DFS”), in order to ensure that they have not been misled by
the claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar? Has the KBL Board including independent
directors sought any independent legal advice pertaining to the same especially in
view of the pending personal disputes amongst the promoter family?

1.2. While Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has been repeatedly claiming that KBL has taken the DFS
on record, what steps have been taken by KBL to actually bind KBL with the DFS, in
accordance with the provisions of applicable law?

1.3. Have the independent directors acted and approved filing of cases by KBL solely on
the basis of claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar without actually verifying the locus or
the benefit to KBL for initiating these cases? Have the independent directors analyzed
the locus, benefits or reasons for initiation of cases by KBL? If yes, whether the same
has been recorded in the minutes of KBL Board meetings?

1.4. KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar have filed various pleadings / affidavits before different
fora wherein they have claimed that KBL has suffered losses of dramatically different
but large amounts, all arising out of the same cause of action, arising out of an alleged
breach of the DFS. Have the independent directors verified the veracity of such
claims?

1.5. KBL has sworn on Affidavit that KBL is suffering a loss of INR 1 crore per day due to
the alleged breach of the DFS. It appears that KBL may have been making such large
profits prior to the occurrence of such alleged breaches and only then it could have
claimed to suffer the loss as a consequence of the alleged breach. However, the
audited financial statements of KBL do not even appear to reflect such high profits of
KBL. Has this claim of KBL been verified by the independent directors of KBL prior to
the statement being made on oath?

The pleadings / affidavits filed by KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar as attached to the
notice and agenda of this extra-ordinary general meeting are noted by the members
and shall be shared with the independent forensic auditor along with other annexures
to the said notice and agenda.
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1.6. Is there a status report in relation to the cases setting out the expenses, merits,
justifying the benefits to KBL and subsequent legal strategy, prepared by the
management and circulated to the independent directors for their approval and
appraisal?

1.7. Are the independent directors aware of KBL funding cases/litigations by third parties?
If so, KBL should provide the details?

1.8. As per the recent news publications quoted above, KBL has admittedly spent an
amount of INR 70 Crores towards tax matters, labour matters, arbitration pertaining to
project business, cases related to domestic and international projects, patents,
property documents and for overseas business. However, none of the
abovementioned matters appear or have been referred to in the said expenses.
Therefore, how much money out of the said INR 70 crores has been expended
towards such cases?

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the consent of the members be is hereby accorded to
authorise M/s. [*], an independent forensic auditor to seek appropriate explanations from
the Board of Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited on the abovementioned questions and
forensically verify the explanations so provided and upon the completion of the audit, the
independent forensic auditor shall submit its report in writing directly to the shareholders
of Kirloskar Brothers Limited while ensuring that the same is not tampered with, within a
period of 60 (sixty) days from the date of the EGM.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the consent of the members be and is hereby accorded to
pay INR [+] to M/s. [+], the independent forensic auditor, as fee for the conduct of the
forensic audit.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any of the Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited be and are
hereby severally authorized to make available the necessary information, resources and
documentation to the independent forensic auditor so appointed to ensure timely
completion of the audit and the issuance of the forensic audit report, and to take all such
actions and steps as required under the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the
rules framed thereunder and any other applicable provisions of law, to give effect to the
aforesaid resolution including but not limited to making appropriate filings with the
Registrar of Companies and disclosures with the stock exchanges under Regulation 30 of
the SEBI (Listing Obligations and Disclosure Requirements) Regulations, 2015 and to do
all such other acts, deeds and things as may be necessary or incidental to give effect to

the aforesaid resolution.
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RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any one of the Directors or Company Secretary of Kirloskar
Brothers Limited, be and are hereby severally authorized to issue a certified true copy of
the aforesaid resolution to such authorities and / or persons as may be necessary to give
effect to this resolution.”

By order of the Board of Directors
For KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED

A7
Devang Trivedi
Company Sectretary
ICSI Membership No. ~ A13339
Pune: November 16, 2022

NOTES:

1. Although there is no legal requirement to furnish a Statement of Material Facts, however for
the benefit of the shareholders of the Company, a Statement of Material Facts, pursuant to
Section 102 of the Companies Act, 2013 (‘the Act’), setting out material facts concerning the
business under Item No. 1 of the accompanying Notice, is annexed hereto. On receipt of the
Requisitions by the Regquisitionists, the Board of Directors of the Company at its meeting held
on November 10, 2022 and by the Circular Resolution dated November 16, 2022 considered
convening an EGM of the shareholders of the Company on the Requisitions made by the
Requisitionists in relation to the Special Business under ltem No. 1, to be transacted at the
EGM of the Company

2. General instructions for accessing and participating in the EGM through VC/OAVM
facility and voting through electronic means including remote e-Voting.

a. Pursuant to General Circular Nos.14/2020 and 17/2020 dated April 8, 2020 and April 13,
2020, General Circular No. 22/2020 dated June 15,2020, General Circular No. 33/2020
dated September 28, 2020, General Circular No. 39/ 2020 dated December 31, 2020,
General Circular No. 10/2021 dated June 23, 2021, General Circular No. 20/2021 dated
December 8, 2021, and General Circular No. 3/2022 dated May 5, 2022, respectively,
issued by the Ministry of Corporate Affairs (collectively referred to as “MCA Circulars")
and Circular Nos. SEBI/HO/CFD/CMD1/CIR/P/2020/79 dated May 12, 2020,
SEBI/HO/CFD/CMD2/CIR/P/2021/11 dated January 15, 2021 and
SEBI/HO/CFD/CMD2/CIR/P/2022/62 dated May 13, 2022 issued by the Securities and
Exchange Board of India (collectively referred to as “"SEBI Circufars”) and in compliance
with the provisions of the Act and the SEBI (Listing Obligations and Disclosult
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Requirements) Regulations, 2015 (“Listing Regulations”), the EGM of the Company is
being conducted through VC/OAVM facility, which does not require physical presence of
members at a common venue in accordance with the MCA Circulars, the SEBI Circulars,
the Act and the Listing Regulations. The deemed venue for the EGM shall be the
Registered Office of the Company.

b. In terms of the MCA Circulars, the physical attendance of Members has been dispensed
with, there is no requirement of appointment of proxies. Accordingly, the facility of
appointment of proxies by Members under Section 105 of the Act will not be available for
the EGM and hence, the Proxy Form and attendance slip are not annexed hereto.
However, in pursuance of Section 113 of the Act, representatives of the Members may be
appointed for the purpose of voting through remote e-Voting, for participation in the EGM
through VC/OAVM facility and e-Voting during the EGM.

c. In line with the aforementioned MCA Circulars and SEBI Circulars, the Notice of the EGM
is being sent only through electronic mode to those Members whose email address is
registered with the Company/ Depository Participants as on 28™ October, 2022. Members
may note that the Notice of the EGM will also be available on the website of the Company
at www kirloskarpumps.com, on the website of BSE Limited (BSE) at www.bseindia.com,
on the website of National Stock Exchange of India Limited (NSE) at www.nseindia.com
and also on the website of National Securities Depositories Limited (NSDL) at
www.evoting.nsdl.com.

Therefore, Members, whose email addresses are not registered with the
Company/Depository Participant/s and who wish to receive the Notice of the EGM and all
other communication sent by the Company, from time to time, can get their email address
registered by following the steps as given below: -

a. For Members holding shares in physical form, please send scan copy of a signed
request letter mentioning your folio number, complete address, email address to be
registered along with scanned self-attested copy of the PAN and any document (such
as Driving Licence, Passport, Bank Statement, Aadhar) supporting the registered
address of the Member, by email to the Company’s email address at

b. For the Members holding shares in demat form, please update your email address
through your respective Depository Participant/s.

However, Members who have not registered their email address, may request for a
physical copy of the said notice by writing it to the Company at
grievance.redressal@kbl.co.in or to its Registrar and Transfer Agent at
KBL@bigshareonline.com. "
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d. Since the EGM will be held through VC/OAVM facility, the Route Map is not annexed in this
Notice.

e. NSDL will be providing facility for voting through remote e-Voting, for participation in the
EGM through VC/OAVM facility and e-Voting during the EGM.

f.  Members may join the EGM through VC/OAVM facility by following the procedure as
mentioned below which shall be kept open for the Members 15 minutes before the time
scheduled to start the EGM and the Company may close the window for joining the
VC/OAVM facility 15 minutes after the scheduled time to start the EGM.

g. Members may note that the VC/OAVM facility, provided by NSDL, allows participation of
1,000 Members on a first-come-first-serve basis. The large shareholders (i.e.,
shareholders holding 2% or more shareholding), Promoters, Institutional Investors,
Directors, Key Managerial Personnel, the Chairpersons of the Audit Committee,
Nomination and Remuneration Committee and Stakeholders Relationship Committee,
Auditors, etc. can attend the EGM without any restriction on account of first-come-first-
serve principle.

h. Attendance of the Members participating in the EGM through VC/OAVM facility shall be
counted for the purpose of considering the quorum under Section 103 of the Act.

i, Pursuant to the provisions of Section 108 of the Act and any other applicable provisions, if
any, read with Rule 20 of the Companies (Management and Administration) Rules, 2014
(as amended), Secretarial Standards on General Meetings (SS-2) issued by the Institute of
Company Secretaries of India (ICSI) and Regulation 44 of Listing Regulations read with
MCA Circulars and SEBI Circulars, the Company is providing remote e-Voting facility to its
Members in respect of the business to be transacted at the EGM and facility for those
Members participating in the EGM to cast vote through e-Voting system during the EGM.

3. Instructions for Members for remote e-Voting are as under: -

a. The remote e-Voting period will commence on Monday, December 5, 2022 (09.00 am
IST) and will end on Wednesday, December 7, 2022 (05.00 p.m. IST). During this
period, Members of the Company, holding shares either in physical form or in
dematerialized form, as on the cut-off date of December 1, 2022, may cast their vote by
remote e-Voting. The remote e-Voting module shall be disabled by NSDL for voting
thereafter. Once the vote on a resolution is cast by the Member, the Member shall not be
allowed to change it subsequently.

b. A person who is not a member as on the cut-off date should treat this Notice of EGM for
information purpose only.

c. The details of the process and manner for remote e-Voting are explained herein below

G/
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How do | vote electronically using NSDL e-Voting sysiem?

The way to vote electronically on NSDL e-Voting system consists of “Two Steps” which are
mentioned below:

Step 1: Access to NSDL e-Voting system

A) Login method for e-Voting and joining virtual meeting for Individual shareholders
holding securities in demat mode

In terms of SEBI circular dated December 9, 2020 on e-Voting facility provided by the
Listed Companies, Individual shareholders holding securities in demat mode are allowed
to vote through their demat account maintained with Depositories and Depository
Participants. Shareholders are advised to update their mobile number and email Id in their
demat accounts in order to access e-Voting facility.

Login method for Individual shareholders holding securities in demat mode is given
below:

Type of shareholders Login Method

Individual ~ Shareholders | 1. Existing IDeAS user can visit the e-Services website of

holding  securities  in NSDL Viz. https://eservices.nsdl.com either on a

demat mode with NSDL. Personal Computer or on a mobile. On the e-Services
home page click on the “Beneficial Owner” icon under
“Login” which is available under ‘IDeAS’ section, this
will prompt you to enter your existing User ID and
Password. After successful authentication, you will be
able to see e-Voting services under Value added
services. Click on “Access to e-Voting” under e-Voting
services and you will be able to see e-Voting page. Click
on company name or e-Voting service provider i.e.
NSDL and you will be re-directed to e-Voting website of
NSDL for casting your vote during the remote e-Voting
period or joining virtual meeting & voting during the
meeting.

2. If you are not registered for IDeAS e-Services, option to
register is available at htips://eservices.nsdl.com. Select
“Register Online for |DeAS Portal” or click at
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| Individual
holding

by typing the following URL:
https://www.evoting.nsdl.com/ either on a Personal
Computer or on a mobile. Once the home page of e-
Voting system is launched, click on the icon “Login”
which is available under 'Shareholder/Member’ section.
A new screen will open. You will have to enter your User
ID (i.e. your sixteen digit demat account number hold
with NSDL), Password/OTP and a Verification Code as
shown on the screen. After successful authentication,
you will be redirected to NSDL Depository site wherein
you can see e-Voting page. Click on company name or
e-Voting service provider i.e. NSDL and you will be
redirected to e-Voting website of NSDL for casting your
vote during the remote e-Voting period or joining virtual
meeting & voting during the meeting.
Shareholders/Members can also download NSDL Mobile
App “NSDL Speede” facility by scanning the QR code
mentioned below for seamless voting experience.

NASDL Adabile fonis gvailable on
@ AppStore % Google Play
EiE 4 6]
S @i
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Shareholders
securities in

demat mode with CDSL

Users who have opted for CDSL Easi / Easiest facility,A
can login through their existing user id and password.
Option will be made available to reach e-Voting page
without any further authentication. The users to login
Easi / Easiest are requested to visit CDSL website
www.cdslindia.com and click on login icon & New
System Myeasi Tab and then user your existing my easi
username & password

After successful login the Easi / Easiest user will be able
to see the e-Voting option for eligible companies where
the evoting is in progress as per the information
provided by company. On clicking the evoting option,
the user will be able to see e-Voting page of the e-Voting
service provider for casting your vote during the remote
e-Voling period. Additionally, there is also links provided

to access the system of all e-Voting Service Providers, |

Enriching Lives
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so that the user can visit the e-Voting setrvice providers'
website directly.

3. If the user is not registered for Easi/Easiest, option to
register is available at CDSL website www.cdslindia.com
and click on login & New System Myeasi Tab and then
click on registration option.

4. Alternatively, the user can directly access e-Voting page
by providing Demat Account Number and PAN No. from
a e-Voting link available on www.cdslindia.com home
page. The system will authenticate the user by sending
OTP on registered Mobite & Email as recorded in the
Demat Account. After successful authentication, user will
be able to see the e-Voting option where the evoting is in
progress and also able to directly access the system of
all e-Voting Service Providers.

Individual ~ Shareholders
(holding  securities  in
demat mode) login
through their depository
participants

You can also login using the login credentials of your demat
account through your Depository Participant registered with
NSDL/CDSL for e-Voting facility. upon logging in, you will be
able to see e-Voting option. Click on e-Voting option, you
will be redirected to NSDL/CDSL Depository site after
successful authentication, wherein you can see e-Voting
feature. Click on company name or e-Voting service provider
ie NSDL and you will be redirected to e-Voting website of
NSDL for casting your vote during the remote e-Voting
period or joining virtual meeting & voting during the meeting.

Important note: Members who are unable to retrieve User [D/ Password are advised to use
Forget User ID and Forget Password option available at abovementioned website

Helpdesk for individual Shareholders holding securities in demat mode for any technical
issues related to login through Depository i.e., NSDL and CDSL.

Login type

NSDL

Individual Shareholderghdlding
securities in demat mode with | contact NSDL helpdesk by sending a request at|

Helpdesk details |
Members facing any technical issue in login can

evating@nsdl.co.in or call at toll free no.: 1800 1020 |

990 and 1800 22 44 30

CDSL

Individual Shareholders holding'r Members facing any technical issue in login can
securities in demat mode with | contact CDSL helpdesk by sending a request at

helpdesk.evoting@cdslindia.com or contact at toll free
' no. 1800 22 55 33 |

SURE
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B) Login Method for e-Voting and joining virtual meeting for shareholders other than
Individual shareholders holding securities in demat mode and shareholders
holding securities in physical mode.

How to Log-in to NSDL e-Voting website?

1. Visit the e-Voting website of NSDL. Open web browser by typing the following URL:
https://www.evoting.nsdl.com/ either on a Personal Computer or on a mobile.

2. Once the home page of e-Voting system is launched, click on the icon “Login” which
is available under ‘Shareholder/Member’ section.

3. A new screen will open. You will have to enter your User ID, your Password/OTP and a
Verification Code as shown on the screen.
Alternatively, if you are registered for NSDL eservices i.e., IDEAS, you can log-in at
https:/feservices.nsdl.com/ with your existing IDEAS login. Once you log-in to NSDL
eservices after using your log-in credentials, click on e-Voting and you can proceed fo
Step 2 i.e., Cast your vote electronically.

4. Your User ID details are given below .

Manner of holding | Your User ID is:
shares i.e., Demat (NSDL
or CDSL) or Physical

a) For Members who 8 Character DP ID foliowed by 8 Digit Client ID
hold shares in demat For example, if your DP ID is IN300*** and Client ID is
account with NSDL. 12%*x*** then your user ID is IN3QO***{2%*****

b) For Members who 16 Digit Beneficiary ID For example, if your Beneficiary
hold shares in demat ID is 12¥xx#xkxwxwkxxx then  your user 1D s
account with CDSL. AR HHFH AR A K KAk K

c) For Members holding | EVEN Number followed by Folio Number registered
shares in  Physical | with the company.
Form. For example, if folio number is 001*** and EVEN is
101456 then user ID is 101456001***

5. Password details for shareholders other than Individual shareholders are given below:
a) If you are already registered for e-Voting, then you can user your existing
password to login and cast your vote.
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b) If you are using NSDL e-Voting system for the first time, you will need to retrieve
the ‘initial password’ which was communicated to you. Once you retrieve your
‘initial password’, you need to enter the ‘initial password’ and the system will
force you to change your password.

c) How to retrieve your ‘initial password'?

(iy If your email ID is registered in your demat account or with the company,
your ‘initial password’ is communicated to you on your email ID. Trace the
email sent to you from NSDL from your mailbox. Open the email and open
the attachment i.e., a .pdf file. Open the .pdf file. The password to open the
.pdf file is your 8 digit client ID for NSDL account, last 8 digits of client ID for
CDSL account or folio number for shares held in physical form. The .pdf file
contains your ‘User ID’ and your ‘initial password’.

(i) If your email ID is not registered, please follow steps mentioned below in
process for those shareholders whose email ids are not registered.

6. |If you are unable to retrieve or have not received the “initial password” or have
forgotten your password:

a) Click on “Forgot User Details/Password?” (If you are holding shares in your
demat account with NSDL or CDSL) option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com.

b) “Physical User Reset Password?” (If you are holding shares in physical mode)
option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com.

c) If you are still unable to get the password by aforesaid two options, you can send
a request at evoting@nsdl.co.in mentioning your demat account number/folio
number, your PAN, your name and your registered address etc.

d) Members can also use the OTP (One Time Password) based login for casting the
votes on the e-Voting system of NSDL.

7. After entering your password, tick on Agree to “Terms and Conditions” by selecting on
the check box.

8. Now, you will have to click on "Login” button.

9. After you click on the “Login” button, Home page of e-Voting will open
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Step 2: Cast your vote electronically and join Meeting on NSDL e-Voting system.

How to cast your vote electronically and join Meeting on NSDL e-Voting system?

1. After successful login at Step 1, you will be able to see all the companies "EVEN" in which
you are holding shares and whose voting cycle and General Meeting is in active status.

2. Select “EVEN" of company for which you wish to cast your vote during the remote e-
Voting period and casting your vote during the General Meeting. For joining virtual
meeting, you need to click on “VC/OAVM” link placed under “Join Meeting”.

3. Now you are ready for e-Voting as the Voting page opens.

4. Cast your vote by selecting appropriate options i.e., assent or dissent, verify/modify the
number of shares for which you wish to cast your vote and click on “Submit” and also
“Confirm” when prompted.

5. Upon confirmation, the message “Vote cast successfully” will be displayed.

6. You can also take the printout of the votes cast by you by clicking on the print option on
the confirmation page.

7. Once you confirm your vote on the resolution, you will not be allowed to modify your vote

8. In case of any queries, you may refer the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) for
Shareholders and e-Voting user manual for Shareholders available at the download
section of www.evoting.nsdl.com or call on toll free no.: 1800 1020 990 /1800 224 430 or
send a request at evoting@nsdl.co.in or contact Mr. Amit Vishal, Asst. Vice President or
Ms Pallavi Mhatre Senior Manager. National Securities Depository Ltd., Trade World, ‘A’
Wing, 4™ Floor, Kamala Mills Compound, Senapati Bapat Marg, Lower Parel, Mumbai -
400 013, at the designated email IDs: evoting@nsdl.co.in or at telephone nos. : + 1800
1020 990 and 1800 22 44 30 who will also address the grievances connected with the
voting by electronic means. Members may also write to the Company Secretary at the
Company’s email address grievance.redressal@kbl.co.in

General Guidelines for shareholders

9. Institutional/ Corporate shareholders (i.e. other than individuals, HUF, NRI etc.) are
required to send scanned copy (PDF/JPG Format) of the relevant Board Resolution/
Authority letter etc. with attested specimen signature of the duly authorized signatory(ies)
who are authorized to vote, to the Scrutinizer by e-mail to cssdlimaye@gmail.com with a
copy marked to evoting@nsdl.co.in Or Institutional shareholders (i.e. other the

pune
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individuals, HUF. NRI etc.) can also upload their Board Resolution / Power of Attorney /
Authority Letter etc. by clicking on "Upload Board Resolution / Authority Letter" displayed
under "e-Voting" tab in their login.

10. It is strongly recommended not to share your password with any other person and take
utmost care to keep your password confidential. Login to the e-voting website will be
disabled upon five unsuccessful attempts to key in the correct password. In such an event,
you will need to go through the “Forgot User Details/Password?” or “Physical User Reset
Password?” option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com to reset the password.

11.In case of any queries, you may refer the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) for
Shareholders and e-voting user manual for Shareholders available at the download
section of www.evoting.nsdl.com or call on toll free no.: 1800 1020 990 and 1800 22 44
30 or send a request to Mr. Amit Vishal, Asst. Vice President or Ms Pallavi Mhatre Senior
Manager, National Securities Depository Ltd at evoting@nsal.co.in.

12. Any person holding shares in physical form and non-individual shareholders, who
acquires shares of the Company and becomes member of the Company after the notice
is sent through e-mail and holding shares as of the cut-off date i.e. December 01, 2022,
may obtain the login ID and password by sending a request at evoting@nsdl.co.in or
Issuer/RTA. However, if you are already registered with NSDL for remote e-voting, then
you can use your existing user ID and password for casting your vote. If you forgot your
password, you can reset your password by using “Forgot User Details/Password” or
“Physical User Reset Password” option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com or call on toll
free no. 1800 1020 990 and 1800 22 44 30. In case of Individual Shareholders holding
securities in demat mode who acquires shares of the Company and becomes a Member
of the Company after sending of the Notice and holding shares as of the cut-off date i.e..
December 01, 2022 may follow steps mentioned in the Notice of the EGM under “Access
to NSDL e-Voting system”.

4, Process for those Members whose email ids are not registered for procuring user id and
password and registration of email ids for e-Voting on the resolutions set out in this
Notice: '

a) In case shares are held in physical mode please provide Folio No., Name of shareholder,
scanned copy of the share certificate (front and back), PAN (self-attested scanned copy
of PAN card), AADHAR (self-attested scanned copy of Aadhar Card) by email to
grievance.redressal@kbl.co.in.

b) In case shares are held in demat mode, please provide DPID-CLID (16 digit DPID + CLID
or 16 digit beneficiary ID), Name, client master or copy of Consolidated Account
statement, PAN (self-attested scanned copy of PAN card), AADHAR (éeﬁiaﬂeslad
scanned copy of Aadhar Card) to grievance.redressal@kbl.co.in. If you af‘e; :avn Indivlc—j_ﬁ_ai
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shareholders holding securities in demat mode, you are requested to refer to the login
method explained at step 1 (A) i.e., Login method for e-Voting and joining virtual
meeting for Individual shareholders holding securities in demat mode.

c) Alternatively, shareholder/members may send a request to evoting@nsdl.co.in for
procuring user id and password for e-voting by providing above mentioned documents.

d) In terms of SEBI circular dated December 9, 2020 on e-Voting facility provided by Listed
Companies, individual shareholders holding securities in demat mode are allowed to
vote through their demat account maintained with Depositories and Depository
Participants. Shareholders are required to update their mobile number and email 1D
correctly in their demat account in order to access e-Voting facility.

5. Instructions for Members for participating in the EGM through VC/OAVM are as under:

a. Member will be provided with a facility to attend the EGM through VC/OAVM through the
NSDL e-Voting system. Members may access by following the steps mentioned above for
Access to NSDL e-Voting system. After successful login, you can see link of “VC/OAVM
link” placed under “Join meeting” menu against company name. You are requested to
click on VC/OAVM link placed under Join General Meeting menu. The link for VC/OAVM
will be available in Shareholder/Member login where the EVEN of Company will be
displayed. Please note that the members who do not have the User ID and Password for
e-Voting or have forgotten the User ID and Password may retrieve the same by following
the remote e-Voting instructions mentioned in the notice to avoid last minute rush.

b. Members are encouraged to join the Meeting through Laptops for better experience.

c. Further Members will be required to allow Camera and use Internet with a good speed to
avoid any disturbance during the meeting

d. Please note that Participants Connecting from Mobile Devices or Tablets or through
Laptop connecting via Mobile Hotspot may experience Audio/Video loss due to fluctuation
in their respective network. It is therefore recommended to use Stable Wi-Fi or LAN
Connection to mitigate any kind of aforesaid glitches.

e. For the smooth conduct of proceedings of the EGM, Members can submit
questions/gueries in advance with regard to the resolution to be placed at the EGM, from
their registered email address, mentioning their name, DP ID and Client ID number /folio
number and mobile number, to reach the Company's email address
grievance,redressal@kbl.co.in at least seven (7) days in advance before the start of the
meeting i.e. by December 01, 2022 by 02.00 p.m. IST. Such questions by the Members
shall be taken up during the meeting and replied by the Company suitably ‘
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f. Members, who would like to ask questions during the EGM with regard to the resolution
to be placed at the EGM, need to register themselves as speaker by sending their request
from their registered email address mentioning their name. DP ID and Client ID
number/folio number and mobile number, along with their questions/queries to reach the

advance before the start of the EGM i.e. by December 01, 2022 by 02.00 p.m. IST. Those
Members who have registered themselves as speakers shall only be allowed to ask
guestions during the EGM, on first-come-first-serve basis and subject to availability of time.

g. Institutional Investors who are Members of the Company, are encouraged to attend and
vote in the EGM through VC/OAVM Facility.

6. Instructions for Members for e-Voting during the EGM are as under:

a. The procedure for e-Voting on the day of the EGM is same as the instructions mentioned
above for remote e-voting.

b. Only those Members/ shareholders, who will be present in the EGM through VC/OAVM
facility and have not cast their vote on the Resolutions through remote e-Voting and are
otherwise not barred from doing so, shall be eligible to vote through e-Voting system in
the EGM.

c. Members who have voted through Remote e-Voting will be eligible to attend the EGM.
However, they will not be eligible to vote at the EGM.

d The details of the person who may be contacted for any grievances connected with the
facility for e-Voting on the day of the EGM shall be the same person mentioned for Remote
g-voting i.e. Mr. Amit Vishal, Assistant Vice President- NSDL or Ms Pallavi Mhatre, Senior
Manager- NSDL at the designated email ID: evoting@nsdl.co.in or at telephone number
1800 1020 990 /1800 22 44 30.

7. Other Guidelines for Members

a. It is strongly recommended not to share your password with any other person and take
utmost care to keep your password confidential. Log in to the e-Voting website will be
disabled upon 5 unsuccessful attempts to key in the correct password. In such an event,
you will need to go through the "Forgot User Details/Password?” or “Physical User Reset
Password?" option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com to reset the password.

b. The voting rights of Members shall be in proportion to their share in the paid-up equity
share capital of the Company as on the cut-off date of 1* December, 2022



KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Enriching Lives

A Kirlaskar Group Company

c. Any person, who acquires shares of the Company and becomes Member of the Company
after the Company sends the Notice of the EGM by email and holds shares as on the cut-
off date i.e. 1" December, 2022, may obtain the User ID and password by sending a
request to the Company's email address grievance.redressal@kbl.co.in. However, if you
are already registered with NSDL for remote e-Voting then you can use your existing user
ID and password for casting your vote. If you forget your password, you can reset your
password by using “Forgot User Details/Password?” or “Physical User Reset Password?”
option available on www.evoting.nsdl.com.

d. A person, whose name is recorded in the Register of Members or in the Register of
Beneficial Owners maintained by the depositories as on the cut-off date only shall be
entitled to avail the facility of remote e-Voting or casting vote through e-Voting system
during the EGM. Mr. Shyamprasad Limaye, Practicing Company Secretary from Pune,
has been appointed as the Scrutinizer to scrutinize the remote e-Voting process and vote
cast through e-Voting system during the EGM in a fair and transparent manner and he
has communicated his willingness to be appointed and will be available for the said
purpose.

e. During the EGM, the Chairman shall, after response to the questions raised by the
Members in advance or as a speaker at the EGM, formally propose to the Members
participating through VC/OAVM Facility to vote on the resolution as set out in the Notice of
the EGM and announce the start of the casting of vote through e-Voting system. After the
Members participating through VC/OAVM Facility, eligible and interested to cast votes,
have cast the votes, the e-Voting will be closed with the formal announcement of closure
of the EGM

f.  The Scrutinizer shall after the conclusion of e-Voting at the EGM, first download the votes
cast at the EGM and thereafter unblock the votes cast through remote e-Voting and shall
make a consoclidated Scrutinizer's Report of the total votes cast in favour or against, invalid
votes, if any, and whether the resolution has been carried or not, and such Report shall
then be sent to the Chairman within 2 working days from the conclusion of the EGM, who
shall then countersign and declare the result of the voting forthwith.

g. The Results declared along with the report of the Scrutinizer shall be placed on the
website of the Company at www kirloskarpumps.com, on the website of NSDL at
www.evoting.nsdl.com immediately after the declaration of Results by the Chairman or any
other authorized person. The Results shall also be immediately forwarded to the BSE and
NSE.

8. Electronic copy of requisition along with its annexures as mentioned in the Notice of EGM, the
Statement of material facts and other relevant documents shall be available for inspection in
the Investor Section of the website of the Company at www kirloskarpumps.com.

0
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ANNEXURE TO THE NOTICE OF EXTRAORDINARY GENERAL MEETING

Statement of material facts as required under Section 102 of the Companies Act, 2013

1. Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL”), a Member of Kirloskar Brothers Limited(“KBL.”)
and part of the Promoter Group, holding 1,89,88,038 equity shares aggregating to
23.91% of KBL's voting capital has sent to the Board of KBL (i) a Special Notice and
Requisition under Section 100(2)(a) of the Companies Act, 2013 dated 21° October,
2022 and (ii) an Amended Requisition dated November 14, 2022 (“Requisitions”) for
convening an Extra Ordinary General Meeting (“EGM”) of the Shareholders of KBL.

2. The Requisition dated 21* October, 2022 notes that Mr. Atul Kirloskar (*ACK”) and
Mr. Rahul Kirloskar (“RCK") who are also part of the Promoter Group of KBL have
consented to being fellow requisitioners on the said matter along with KIL. Neither of
the Requisitions have been signed by ACK and RCK.

3. (i) The Requisitions have been addressed to KBL for calling an EGM to pass a
resolution for appointment of an Independent and reputed external entity as an
independent forensic auditor for conducting a forensic audit to investigate and (a)
verify the expenses incurred by Kirloskar Brothers Limited on legal, professional and
consultancy charges over the past 6 (six) years, and the affairs of Kirloskar Brothers
Limited; (b) verify all records, books of accounts, minutes books, other documents of
Kirloskar Brothers Limited; and (c) examine the conduct of the Board of Directors of
Kirloskar Brothers Limited including Independent Directors.

(i) According to the Requisitionists, the conduct of an external forensic audit into the
affairs of KBL is for the purported object, inter alia, of verification of the participation
and the role of the independent directors of KBL in respect of or in connection with
certain legal proceedings initiated by KBL which are stated in Para 1.8 of ltem No. 1 of
the Requisition dated 21%" October, 2022, to have resulted in huge legal expenses
aggregating to Rs. 70 crores having to be incurred by KBL.

4. In the notice dated 21™ October, 2022 requisitioning the meeting, it is suggested that it
is Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar (“SCK”) (as one of the promoters of KBL) who has allegedly
caused the Board of KBL including the Independent Directors to pass resolutions
pertaining to the initiation of certain legal proceedings in connection with the Deed of
Family Settlement dated 11" September, 2009 ("DFS”) which according to the
requisitionists justify/ require a verification of the participation and role of the
Independent Directors of KBL. :
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5. For the benefit of the Members of KBL, the Board of Directors of KBL wish to highlight,
clarify and bring to the attention of the Members, the below mentioned facts (which by
way of ease of reference are summarized in this Paragraph; however Members are
urged to read the Statement of Material Facts in its entirety) so that the Members can
make a fair, rational and an informed decision when voting on the matters proposed
by Kirloskar Industries Limited, vide the Requisition:

e The DFS is a family settlement agreement which was signed and entered into on
11" September, 2009 between members of the Kirloskar family, to clearly define
ownership, management and control over different Kirloskar Group Companies by
each respective branch and in the manner stipulated therein.

e Itis pertinent to note that the DFS was implemented by the signatories to the DFS,
including RCK and ACK and companies under their control, including Kirloskar
Industries Limited (the erstwhile Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited). Kirloskar Industries
Limited (a listed company, owned, managed and controlled by RCK and ACK) in
pursuance of and as a consequence of the implementation of the DFS, sold equity
shares held by it in Toyota Kirloskar Motors Pvt. Ltd. and other Toyota related joint
venture companies to Kirloskar Systems Limited (a private company under the
ownership, management and control of Mr. Vikram Kirloskar, who is also a
signatory to the DFS) in December, 2009 aggregating to about Rs. 250 crores as
provided for,

e [tis further pertinent to note that some of the other steps taken in implementation
of the DFS included (i) a change in shareholding of the concerned companies, in
accordance with the Schedules of the DFS, {ii) a change in the composition of the
Board of Directors of the concerned companies, in accordance with the
Schedules of the DFS, and (iii) disclosures were made under the erstwhile
Takeover Code, 1997 and exemptions were sought under the erstwhile Takeover
Code 1997, from making an open offer in view of changes in the shareholding of
the concerned companies.

e As a result of companies owned, managed and controlled by RCK and ACK
engaging in businesses competitive with that of KBL, in breach of the DFS, KBL
was left with no other alternative but to adopt proceedings from June, 2018, both
before the Hon’ble Pune Courts and the Hon’ble Supreme Court (as particularized
more elaborately herein below), to protect its business and interests and that of
the general body of its shareholders and consequently KBL was compelled to
incur legal costs in relation thereto;

I8
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e On 11" May 2017, KIL (a company under their ownership, management and
control of ACK and RCK) along with ACK and RCK, filed a Company Petition
against KBL, SCK and KBL’'s other then Directors, including Independent
Directors, before the National Company Law Tribunal, Mumbai Bench, inter alia
alleging oppression and mismanagement of KBL. In view of these proceedings
instituted by KIL, RCK and ACK against KBL, its directors and others before the
Hon’ble National Company Law Tribunal, Mumbai Bench, KBL has had to defend
these proceedings, and consequently was compelled to incur legal costs in
relation thereto;

« Since ACK, RCK and others failed to provide explanations and co-operate with
KBL whilst it was conducting KBL's internal enquiry and investigation under KBL’s
Code of Conduct regarding Insider Trading, KBL (for the reasons as more
elaborately set out herein under) was compelled to file a SAT Appeal with the
Hon’ble SAT inter alia seeking orders from the Hon’ble SAT that the requisite
information be furnished to KBL so as to enable KBL to conduct its internal
investigation as legally required by KBL's Code of Conduct; and consequently
KBL had to incur legal costs in relation thereto;

» The statements made to the press by KiL and RCK that approximately Rs. 274
crores has been paid by KBL towards legal and professional expenses (since
disputes arose in 2016) and the allegation that a large part of this was for
facilitating private disputes of KBL's Managing Director is incorrect. The bulk of
expenses towards legal and consultancy charges aggregating to Rs. 274 crores
has been paid to consultants such as Boston Consulting Group, KPMG and
Roland Berger, in relation to KBL’s growth and business. The legal fees over the
last 7 years aggregated to approximately Rs. 70 crores and these include legal
expenses relating to tax matters, labour matters, arbitrations, international
projects, property documents, which are matters unconnected with the litigations
presently ongoing with the requisitionists;

« What is of particular relevance is that even after disputes arose in 2016, KIL, ACK
and RCK have not voted against any of the resolutions for adoption of the Audited
Balance Sheet and Profit and Loss account of KBL till date at any of KBL's AGMs
nor have they raised any objection as regards legal expenses incurred by KBL at
any of the General Meetings of KBL or in correspondence till October, 2022. In
fact, at KBL’s last AGM in August, 2022 each of KIL, ACK and RCK have voted in
favour of adopting the accounts of KBL which includes legal and consultancy
charges.

19
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A. The object and purpose of the Deed of Family Settlement dated 11th September 2009

6. The DFS is a family settlement agreement which was entered into on 11th September
2009 between the members of the Kirloskar family to clearly define the ownership,
management and control of the different Kirloskar group companies by each branch
of the Kirloskar family and in the manner as specified therein. An electronic copy of
the DFS is available for inspection in the investor section of the website of KBL at
www.kirloskarpumps.com.

7.

(i) It is pertinent to note that the DFS was implemented by the signatories to the DFS,

including RCK and ACK and companies under their control, including Kirloskar
Industries Limited (the erstwhile Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited). Kirloskar Industries
Limited (a listed company, owned, managed and controlled by RCK and ACK) in
pursuance of and as a consequence of the implementation of the DFS, sold equity
shares held by it in Kirloskar Toyoda Textile Machineries Pvi. Ltd., Toyota Kirloskar
Motors Pvt. Ltd., Toyota Kirloskar Autoparts Pvt. Ltd., TG Kirloskar Automotive Pvt.
Ltd., Toyota Tsusho India Pvt. Ltd. and Denso Kirloskar Pvt. Ltd. to Kirloskar
Systems Limited (a private company under the management and control of
Mr. Vikram Kirloskar, who is also a signatory to the DFS) in December 2009
aggregating to about Rs. 250 crores as provided for. This i1s clearly an admitted
position as mentioned in Kirloskar Industries Limited’s Directors Report dated
14.5.2010 (as contained in the Annual Report of Kirloskar Industries Limited, for the
Financial Year 2009-10).

It is further pertinent to note that some of the other steps taken in implementation
of the DFS included (i) a change in shareholding of the concerned companies, in
accordance with the Schedules of the DFS (ii) a change in the composition of the
Board of Directors of the concerned companies, in accordance with the Schedules
of the DFS, and (iii) disclosures were made under the erstwhile Takeover Code,
1997 and exemptions were sought under Regulation 3(1){e) of the erstwhile
Takeover Code 1997, from making an open offer in view of changes in the
shareholding of the concerned companies.

8. Pursuant to the DFS, the ownership, management and control of KBL has vested in
SCK.

Since the DFS was entered into, inter alia, with the object of ensuring the smooth

functioning of the business being conducted by the various Kirloskar Group |
companies and to preserve the goodwill thereof, the DFS also contains. ceriain/

Enriching Lives
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10.

11.

12.

B. Liti

13

negative covenants which restrain each branch from engaging in directly competitive
businesses.

ACK and RCK, who are supporting the Requisition, have taken and continue to take
various steps that have adversely affected and continue to adversely affect KBL’s
rights under the DFS including by injuring KBL's proprietary interest by using the
Kirloskar mark/s to and in relation to competing businesses being carried out by ACK
and RCK through their entity Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited ("KOEL”) and its
subsidiaries/ associate companies.

For instance, in June 2017, KOEL has acquired a controlling shareholding in La-Gajjar
Machineries Pvt. Lid. ('LGM"). LGM has been engaged in the business of
manufacturing and selling submersible and monoblock pumps and pump-sets, being
a business that directly competes with the primary business undertaken by KBL and is
therefore in clear breach of the provisions of the DFS.

The notices requisitioning the EGM at the instance of RCK and ACK (i.e., the co-
requisitionists) who are in ownership, management and control of KIL pursuant to the
DFS, is a clear abuse of the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 to justify and
enable the RCK and ACK group-controlled companies to continue to compete with
the business of KBL, in breach of the DFS and also to stifle the legal proceedings
adopted by KBL against RCK and ACK group controlled companies, which
proceedings are presently sub-judice.

gations pertaining to the DFS are for the benefit of KBL and its shareholders

. On account of the RCK and ACK group-controlled companies carrying on businesses
competing with that of KBL, in breach of the DFS, KBL in order to protect the business
and interests of KBL and that of the general body of its shareholders, including
minority shareholders of KBL, was left with no alternative but adopt the following
proceedings:

" a. Special Civil Suit No. 798/2018
| Forum: Hon’ble District Court at Pune
. Parties: SCK & KBL v. ACK & Ors.

This proceeding is filed before the Hon'ble District Court in Pune seeking specific
performance of the provisions of the DFS and to restrain the RCK and ACK group-
controlled companies from undertaking businesses which compete with the busingss
of KBL in breach of the provisions of the DFS.

Enriching Lives
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! b. Three Applications in the Special Civil Suit No. 798/2018
Forum: Hon'ble District Court at Pune
Parties: ACK, RCK, Vikram Kirloskar, Jyotsna Gautam Kulkarni and their respective
family members against SCK & KBL

ACK and RCK along with their families (all signatories to and/or beneficiaries under
the DFS) filed three applications to have the disputes, as amongst the signatories to
the DFS, in the above Special Civil Suit No. 798/2018 referred to arbitration.

The Hon’ble District Court rejected these three applications vide its Order and
Judgement dated 7" December 2020.

| c. Arbitration Appeal (S1.) No. 1661 of 2021
| Forum: Hon'ble Bombay High Court
| Parties: ACK & Ors. v. SCK, KBL & Ors.

ACK and RCK along with their families filed an Appeal before the Hon’ble Bombay
High Court challenging the Order of the Hon'ble District Court, Pune dated 7"
December, 2020 (by which the applications seeking to refer the disputes, raised in the
special civil suit filed by KBL to arbitration, as amongst the signatories to the DFS
were dismissed).

The Hon’ble Bombay High Court by its Order dated 3 May, 2021 allowed the Appeal
and directed that the disputes in the Suit be referred to arbitration.

' d. Special Leave Petition No. 8020/2021 I
Forum: Hon'ble Supreme Court of India [
Parties: KBL vs. ACK & Ors. |

The Order and Judgement of the Hon'ble Bombay High Court dated 3° May, 2021
directed the signatories to the DFS, namely the individual family members of the
Kirloskar family and not the companies under the ownership, management and
control of the signatories, to refer the disputes in the Pune Suit to arbitration whilst
leaving the question as to referring the disputes inter se amongst the Kirloskar Group
companies and arising out of the DFS to arbitration to be decided by the Arbitral
Tribunal. This was despite the fact that the Plaintiff in the Civil Suit filed in Pune was
KBL, and the businesses competing with the business of KBL, in breach of the DF
was being carried on by companies under the control of ACK and RCK.
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KBL was therefore constrained to file this Special Leave Petition (i.e., SLP 8020/21)
against this Order before the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

KBL has also filed Interim Applications in this Special Leave Petition, seeking to
restrain KOEL and its subsidiaries etc., which are under the ownership, management
and control of ACK and RCK, from engaging in competitive activities.

. Special Leave Petition No. 13070 of 2021 i
Forum: Hon’ble Supreme Court of India
| Parties: KOEL & Ors. vs SCK, KBL & Ors.

Since KOEL felt aggrieved by some of the observations made by the Hon’ble Bombay
High Court in the Order and Judgment dated 3" May 2021, KOEL also filed a Special
Leave Petition (i.e., SLP 13070/21) before the Hon’ble Supreme Court against the said
Order. KBL has been impleaded as a party respondent to these proceedings.

f. Special Leave Petition No. 8221 of 2021
Forum: Hon’ble Supreme Court of India
Parties: SCK & Ors. vs. ACK , Ors. & KBL (as a Proforma Respondent)

Independent of the Special Leave Petitions filed by KBL and KOEL against the Order
and Judgment of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court dated 3™ May 2021, SCK has also
filed a Special Leave Petition to the Hon’ble Supreme Court on the ground that the
various Kirloskar Group companies also ought to have been directed to submit their
disputes to arbitration KBL has been impleaded as a party respondent to these
proceedings.

g. Intervention ADD_IicaHom 92757/ 2022 in Arbitration Petition 38 of 2022 _ '
Forum: Hon’ble Supreme Court of India

| Parties: KBL vs. ACK & Ors. ‘

Since certain questions of law as regards whether companies/ entities, which are not
signatories to an arbitration agreement, can be directed to submit their disputes to
arbitration under the 'group of companies doctrine’ were raised and are likely to be
decided in another matter by a Bench of Five Judges of the Hon'ble Supreme Court,
KBL was advised to intervene in that matter. This was due to the fact that a decision
rendered by that Five Judge Bench of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in that matter, was
likely to cover / become applicable to the questions of fact and law raised in the
Special Leave Petitions filed by KBL.
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| h. Intervention Application No. 96946/ 2022 in Arbitration Petition 38 of 2022
| Forum: Hon’ble Supreme Court of India
I Parties: SCK & Ors. vs. ACK, Ors. & KBL (as a Proforma Respondent)

Since SCK has also preferred an independent Special Leave Petition against the said
Order and Judgment of the Hon'ble Bombay High Court dated 3 May 2021, an
intervention application has also been filed by SCK in the matter referred to the Five
Judge Bench of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, due to the fact that a decision rendered
by them in that matter is likely to affect the issues raised in the Special Leave Petition
filed by SCK. KBL has been impleaded as a party respondent to these proceedings.

i. Special Civil Suit No. 40/2018
Forum: Hon'ble District Court at Pune
Parties: KBL vs. Kirloskar Proprietary Limited ("KPL”")

KBL was the proprietor of the mark “Kirloskar”. KBL had assigned the mark “Kirloskar”
to Kirloskar Proprietary Limited ("KPL") in the year 1965 inter alia without any
monetary consideration on the understanding that KBL would be granted a license in
perpetuity to use the mark. The DFS provided that the ownership, management and
control of KPL — the assignee of the mark “Kirloskar” — would be shared equally
between the signatories to the DFS.

Since the SCK group and KBL's representation in the management of KPL was
ousted, and the license granted by KPL to KBL (to use the “Kirloskar” mark), was
purportedly terminated by KPL (after not re-appointing SCK to the Board of Directors
of KPL), KBL had no choice but to institute the IPR Suit (i.e., SCS 40/2018) before the
Hon’ble District Court, Pune.

The Suit inter alia sought a declaration that the deeds of assignment be declared void,
for failure of consideration, and that the ifrademarks assigned by KBL to KPL be
restored to KBL.

It is only on account of the filing of this Suit that KPL, by a letter dated 3" March, 2020,
withdrew the termination letter. The Suit however continues to remain pending.
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Parties: KBL vs. SEBI and KOEL

j- SAT Appeal 311 of 2021
Forum: Hon’ble Securities Appellate Tribunal

ME——

On account of KOEL'’s failure to disclose the DFS to the members and shareholders of
KOEL (evidently to supress and not disclose the non-compete provisions contained in
the DFS), KBL filed a complaint to SEBI seeking necessary orders and directions for
disclosure in accordance with Regulation 30 of the Securities and Exchange Board
(Listing Obligations & Disclosure Requirements) Reguiations, 2015.

SEBI by its communication dated 17" February 2021 refused to entertain KBL's
complaint for reasons mentioned therein. KBL was accordingly constrained to file an
appeal before the Hon'ble Securities Appellate Tribunal (“Hon’ble SAT”).

On 13" May, 2022, the Hon'ble SAT passed a Judgment and Final Order. inter alia,
observing that SEBI's Communication/Decision dated 17th February, 2021 cannot be
faulted as the DFS was executed on a date prior to Regulation 30 of the extant SEBI
LODR and thereby dismissing the said SAT Appeal.

| k. Civil Appeal No. 5202/ 2022

14,

Forum: Hon'ble Supreme Court of India
Parties: KBL vs SEBI & KOEL |

KBL was advised that the Order dated 13™ May, 2022 of the Hon'ble SAT suffered
from errors of law and therefore ought to be challenged before the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. In view thereof, KBL has filed a Civil Appeal in the Hon'ble Supreme Court
being Civil Appeal No. 5202 of 2022 against the said SAT Order.

The nature of the proceedings adopted by KBL, (as set out herein above) clearly
demonstrate that they were adopted, in the best interest of and for the benefit of KBL
as well as its public shareholders and are not wasteful, mala fide, frivolous, unjustified
or ill-advised. The Board of Directors of KBL would have been failing in their duties if
KBL were not to have initiated these proceedings.

Enriching Lives
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It is particularly pertinent 1o note that in none of the aforesaid proceedings pertaining
to the DFS, has any court or forum made any observation that the proceedings
instituted by KBL are wasteful, mala fide, frivolous, unjustified or ill-advised.

C. Besides the above, KBL has also been forced to defend itself in proceedings
adopted by KIL, RCK and ACK

16.

17.

18.

Besides the aforementioned proceedings, initiated by KBL, KBL has had to defend
proceedings adopted/ initiated by KIL, RCK and ACK (KIL being a company under the
ownership, management and control of the ACK Group and RCK group). On 11" May
2017, KIL (a company under their ownership, management and control of ACK and
RCK) along with ACK and RCK, filed a Company Petition against KBL, SCK and KBL'’s
other then Directors, including Independent Directors, before the Hon’ble National
Company Law Tribunal, Mumbai Bench, inter alia alleging oppression and
mismanagement of KBL.

By these proceedings instituted by KiL, RCK and ACK before the Hon'ble NCLT,
Mumbai Bench, the object and purpose of the DFS (as set out above), namely to vest
ownership, management and control of various Kirloskar group companies under the
respective signatories to the DFS was sought to be disturbed.

These proceedings which are ongoing before the Hon'ble National Company Law
Tribunal, Mumbai Bench, (i.e., Company Petition No. 193/ 2017) filed by KiL and
others against KBL and others (including its Directors) is presently sub judice
pending hearing and final disposal.

D. Proceedings arising out of the Show Cause Notices issued by SEBI alleging Insider
Trading of KBL shares by ACK, RCK, their family members and others

19.

20.

On 06" October 2010, ACK / RCK Group caused KIL (a listed company which was
under their ownership, management and control) to purchase 1,07,18,400 equity
shares held by them in KBL (“Transaction”).

Between April and May, 2012 when SEBI inquired of KBL as to whether the
Transaction was made pursuant to certain price sensitive information (which was not

in the public domain), KBL informed SEBI that in view of the declarations. made by
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

RCK, ACK and others, that they were not privy to any UPS! and that KBL had not
initiated any enquiry in relation to the Transaction.

(i) Since certain material came to light, pursuant to an audit by KBL, which showed
that ACK, RCK and others had entered into the Transaction on the basis of UPSI,
KBL addressed letters between April and June 2016 placing this material on record
for SEBI's consideration.

(i) By a communication dated 4" May, 2016, SEBI enquired whether KBL has taken
action against the persons who have violated the Model Code of Conduct of KBL
prescribed under SEB! (Prevention of Insider Trading) Regulations, 1992.

KBL therefore attempted to get explanations from ACK, RCK and others in order to
conduct its own internal enquiry and investigation into the matter as required under its
Code of Conduct. However, KBL received no cooperation from these individuals.

KBL also addressed several letters to SEBI seeking copies of some of these Show
Cause Notices issued by SEBI, inter alia, to enable KBL to carry out the necessary
internal investigation, as required under the provisions of KBL's Code of Conduct.
KBL also sought an opportunity to be heard by SEBI which was not granted.

Pursuant thereto SEBI conducted its own independent investigation into the matter.
During the course of the investigation KBL received letters/emails from the
Investigation department of SEBI and provided the information and documents
sought for by SEBI and fully co-operated with these investigations.

in December 2019, SEBI, as the concerned regulator took its own independent
decision and issued Show Cause Notices to several persons, including directors and
promoters of KBL.

SEBI! thereafter passed, inter alia, an Order dated 20th October 2020 by which several
persons, including ACK and RCK, were found guilty of violating the provisions of the
SEBI Act, 1992, SEBI (Prohibition of Insider Trading) Regulations, 1992 and/or the
SEB! (Prohibition of Fraudulent and Unfair Trade Practices relating to Securities
Market) Regulations, 2003.

Several appeals were filed against the said SEBI Order by the aggrieved parties
thereto, including KIL, ACK and RCK.

KBL also filed an appeal before the Hon’ble SAT inter alia on the ground that there

were errors in the findings in the SEBI Order and in which KBL prayed that the,
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Hon'ble SAT direct that the requisite information be furnished to KBL, so as to enable
KBL to conduct its internal investigation as legally required by KBL's Code of
Conduct.

29. In this SAT Appeal, KBL also sought for an enhancement of the amount of penalty
imposed and profit disgorged. as the amounts directed by SEBI was not adequate or
in proportion to the profit derived by the noticees and therefore liable to be enhanced
further.

30. The Hon’ble SAT by its Order dated 12" October, 2022 has, inter alia, allowed Appeal
Nos. 499 of 2020, 503 of 2020 and 504 of 2020; and consequently, in view thereof,
dismissed Appeal No. 44 of 2021.

31. KBL is presently seeking advice as to whether this SAT Order ought to be challenged
before the Hon'ble Supreme Court, and if so on what grounds. Any decision in this
regard will be taken by the Board of Directors of KBL after consideration of the legal
advice received in this regard.

32. It is pertinent to note that SEB! had also challenged the maintainability of KBL's SAT
Appeal (SAT Appeal No. 44/ 2021) before the Hon’ble SAT on the ground that the role
of a complainant comes to an end after the complaint is taken cognizance of, an
enquiry is initiated and conducted by SEBI, and the matter duly investigated. It is in
these circumstances that SEBI contended that KBL's Appeal was not maintainable
under Section 15T of the SEBI Act, 1992.

33. On the other hand, KBL contended that a complainant must have a right to be heard
even at the Appellate stage before the Hon'ble SAT, so as to ensure that complete
justice is done in the matter, and particularly in cases such as the present case. The
SAT’s Order dated 12" October, 2022 is based on an interpretation of the relevant
provisions of the concerned Regulations and the SEBI Act.

34. It is particularly relevant to note that neither the Hon’ble SAT nor SEBI has contended
or held that any of the letters and complaints addressed by KBL or the SAT Appeal
filed by KBL were wasteful, mala fide, frivolous, unjustified or ill advised.

35. In view of the SEBI Order dated 20" October, 2020, KBL was legally advised to take
steps to rectify the Register of Members. KBL hence filed a Petition, before the
Hon'ble National Company Law Tribunal, Mumbai Bench, being Company Petition
No. 252/ 2021 seeking directions for rectification of KBL's register under Section 59(4)
of the Companies Act, 2013 in view of SEBI's Order dated 20" October 2020. This- .
Company Petition is presently sub judice pending hearing and final disposal/ Dgﬁ
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E. The Notices requisitioning the present EGM

36. KIL and / or RCK had initially alleged in statements made {o the press that
approximately Rs. 274 crores have been paid by KBL towards professional and legal
expenses, ever since the disputes arose since 2016 and further alleged that a large
part of this was for facilitating private disputes of KBL's Managing Director.

37. This is factually incorrect since KBL has clarified, including by issuing a press
statement, that the legal fees over the last 7 years aggregated to approximately Rs. 70
crores. The bulk of the expenses towards legal and consultancy charges (aggregating
to Rs. 274 crores, during the aforementioned period) has been paid to consultants
such as Boston Consulting Group, KPMG and Roland Berger, in relation to KBL’s
growth and business. KIL and ACK/RCK’s bare bone aliegation of expenditure of Rs.
274 crore towards litigation cost is therefore factually incorrect.

38. Needless to say, all legal and consultancy charges, constitute part of the accounts of
KBL, which have been approved by the Audit Committee and Board of Directors of
KBL, and have been duly disclosed in the Annual Reports filed by KBL.

39. The Amended Requisition dated 14" November, 2022 now restricts the demand for an
external forensic audit to verify and investigate legal expenses incurred over the last 6
years.

40. It is necessary to note that legal expenses amounting to approximately Rs. 70 crores
over the last 7 years referred to in the Requisition have been expended against a
consolidated turnover of over Rs. 2500 crores per annum., (i.e., over Rs. 17,500 crores
over the last 7 years).

41. (i) These expenses include legal expenses towards KBL's tax matters, labour related
matters, arbitrations pertaining to KBL's project business, cases related to
domestic and international projects of KBL, patents of KBL, property documents of
KBL and for KBL's overseas business; more so since KBL is the only Multi National
Corporation in the Kirloskar group, with manufacturing subsidiaries in 4 different
continents. This amount therefore includes legal expenses relating to several
disputes and matters unconnected with the litigations presently ongoing with the
requisitionists as described above.

(i) As far as the litigations presently ongoing with the requisitionists are concerned,
the same relate not to proceedings initiated by KBL against the requisitionists: but
also include proceedings initiated by the requisitionists against KBL and.which KBL
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42.

43.

44,

45.

is therefore defending. As regards litigation costs in relation to these proceedings
the same works out to an average of approximately Rs. 4 crores per year over the
past seven years.

Even after disputes arose between KBL and KIL in 2016, KIL, ACK and RCK had not
expressed any concerns as regards the accounts (which includes legal and
consultancy charges) in KBL's Annual Report, Auditor’s Report or the Board’s Report
nor did they raise any queries in relation thereto, at any of KBL's Annual General
Meetings.

Furthermore, none of KIL, ACK and RCK have voted against any of the resolutions for
adoption of the Audited Balance Sheet and the Profit and Loss Statements of KBL till
date, at any of the Annual General Meetings of KBL.

In fact, at KBL’s recently concluded Annual General Meeting in August 2022, each of
KIL, ACK and RCK have voted in favour of adopting the accounts of KBL (which
includes legal and consultancy charges).

The only two communications addressed by KIL to KBL after voting in favour of the
accounts for the year ended March 31st 2016, dated 19th October, 2016 (to which
KBL responded by its letter dated 14th November, 2016) and 1st December, 2016 (to
which KBL responded by its letier dated 22nd December, 2016), were in relation to
“internal financial controls”, but no mention was made nor was any objection raised
as regards legal expenses incurred by KBL. The objections / allegations as regards
legal expenses have now belatedly been raised, only in October, 2022 by KIL, ACK
and RCK, despite all of them having voted in favor of approving the accounts even as
recently as August, 2022, at the recently concluded Annual General Meeting of KBL.

F. Observations

46.

47.

From the above, it is evident that KBL has been compelled to institute and/or defend
the aforesaid litigations, to protect its legal rights and interests. KBL has a robust
system in place to consider when litigations are to be initiated and pursued, and/or
defended, so as to protect such legal rights and interests of KBL. This includes
obtaining requisite oral and written opinions and advice, from Retired Judges of the
Hon'ble Supreme Court, or of the Hon’ble Bombay High Court and/or of Learned
Senior Counsel, and which have been given due consideration by KBL's Board of
Directors at their meetings and deliberations.

Several of the aforesaid proceedings are pending and are sub-judice. If KBL had
failed to adopt these proceedings and/or defend proceedings instituted against i,
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then KBL and its Board would have failed in protecting the interest of its public
shareholders. Failing to fully prosecute these litigations will also be detrimental to the
interest of KBL and its public shareholders, as companies under the ownership,
management and control of ACK and RCK would be able to continue to carry on and
engage in businesses competing with the business of KBL; contrary to and in breach
of the DFS.

48. In this view of the matter, given the fact the proceedings (i) pertaining to the DFS; and
(i) arising out of the SEBI Order dated 20" October, 2020, are entirely for the benefit
of KBL and in order to protect the interest, inter alia, of KBL and its public
shareholders, the requisitionists are not justified in questioning the independence of
the Independent Directors or the decisions of the Board of Directors to initiate these
proceedings.

49. This Requisition is nothing but an attempt to pave the way for ACK and RCK through
KOEL and its subsidiaries/ associate companies to continue to breach the DFS, by
carrying on and engaging in businesses competing with the business of KBL. The
Board of Directors is therefore of the opinion that the attempt by KIL, ACK and RCK
(the requisitionists) in issuing the present Requisitions is to stifle proceedings which
are sub judice and/or pre-empt these proceedings from reaching their logical
conclusion.

50. The issues raised questioning the independence of the Independent Directors or
seeking any verification of their participation and role does not arise and no forensic
audit for this purpose is required. Similarly, the legal expenses of Rs. 70 crore
incurred over the past 7 years are for bona fide legal matters including litigations
initiated by KBL or towards defending litigations against KBL (and all of such legal
expenses do not relate to the litigations presently ongoing with the requisitionists as
described above).

51. It is particularly relevant to note that the resolutions proposed in the Amended
Requisition dated 14™ November, 2022 contains blanks with regard to material
particulars, namely the name of the Auditor to be appointed, and the fee to be paid to
the auditor and hence, such resolutions as proposed are incomplete.

52. Furthermore, the requisitionists, by calling for the present meeting have creale
unnecessary and unjustified expenses.
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53. None of the Directors, Key Managerial Personnel of KBL and/or their relatives are
deemed to be concerned or interested, directly or indirectly, financially or otherwise,
in the proposed resolution except Mr. Sanjay C. Kirloskar, Ms. Rama S. Kirloskar and
Mr. Alok S. Kirloskar (who had recused themselves during the discussion and did not
vote on resolutions on this matter at the board meeting held on 10" November, 2022
and also did not consider or vote on the circular resolutions passed by the Board of
Directors of KBL on 16™ November, 2022).

54. In view of what is stated in this Statement of Material Facts, the Board does not
recommend the resolutions proposed to be passed at KBL's EGM on 8" December,
2022.

By order of the Board of Directors

For KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED
S .
/

Devang Trivedi
Company Secretary
ICS1 Membership No. - A13339
Pune: November 16, 2022
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Devang Trivedi

Subject: FW: Special Notice and requisition under Section 100(2) of the Companies Act, 2013
and Rules thereunder
Attachments: Requisition letter - 21.10.2022.pdf

From: Ashwini Mali (KIL) <ashwini.mali@kirloskar.com>

Date: Tue, Oct 25, 2022 at 1:36 PM

Subject: Special Notice and requisition under Section 100(2) of the Companies Act, 2013 and Rules thereunder
To: secretarial <secretarial@kbl.co.in>

The Board of Directors,

Kirloskar Brothers Limited

Dear Sirs / Madam,

Please see attached, a scanned copy of the Special Notice and Requisition under Section 100(2)(a) and other
applicable provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed thereunder, for convening an Extraordinary
General Meeting of the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“Notice”), the contents of which are self-
explanatory.

The original Notice has been separately dispatched to the offices of Kirloskar Brothers Limited through RPAD.

Thanking you.

Best regards,

Ashwini Mali

Company Secretary
Phone: +91 20 2970 4374
Mobile: +91 88 8886 6122

Address: 801, 8th Floor, Cello Platina, F.C. Road, Pune 411005
Website: www.Kirloskarindustries.com
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21 October 2022

The Board of Directors

Kirloskar Brothers Limited
Yamuna, Survey No. 98 / 3 to 7,
Plot No. 3, Baner,

Pune — 411045, Maharashtra, India

Subject: Special Notice and Requisition under Section 100(2)(a) and other applicable provisions of the
Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed thereunder for convening an Extraordinary General Meeting
of the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited.

Dear All,

1 Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL”) is a shareholder of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”) and holds,
as on the date of this letter 1,89,88,038 equity shares of KBL representing 23.91% of the paid-up
equity share capital of KBL.

2 KBL has over the past several years been initiating and participating in several litigations against
various Kirloskar companies including KIL as well as the promoter family members with whom Mr.
Sanjay Kirloskar, Chairman and Managing Director of KBL has been in disputes with, over certain

family matters.

2.1. In light of the same, KIL had in the past sought explanations from KBL in relation to the overall
functioning of KBL and had even approached the independent directors of KBL requesting a
meeting. However, KiL* has not received any satisfactory explanation or justification from KBL or its
Board of Directors on the queries raised nor did the independent directors of KBL agree for a
meeting with the directors of KIL. It appears that the funds and resources of KBL are being misused
by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar, Chairman and Managing Director of KBL and his family for personal
disputes. On account of such actions, KIL along with Mr. Atul Kirloskar and Mr. Rahul Kirloskar have
filed a Company Petition No. 193 of 2017 under Section 241 and Section 242 read with Section 244
of the Companies Act, 2013, against KBL, Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and his family members, and the then
independent directors of KBL before the Hon’ble National Company Law Tribunal, Mumbai ("NCLT”)
seeking certain reliefs in relation to the acts of oppression and mismanagement in the affairs of
KBL. KIL has also filed a complaint dated May 12, 2020, with the Registrar of Companies against KBL
in respect of contravention of the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 in respect of appointment
of Mr. Kishor Chaukar as an independent director of KBL.

A Kirloskar Group Company

Regd. Office: Cello Platina, Office Number 801, Fergusson College Road, Shivajinagar, Pune- 411005
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2.2. In fact, as KBL is aware, in recent proceedings before the Hon’ble Securities Appellate Tribunal
(“SAT”), the SAT has dismissed the Appeal filed by KBL inter alia seeking enhancement of quantum
of penalty and disgorgement amounts against certain promoters of KIL (also being the family
members of Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar). These promoters were charged with the allegations of insider
trading and fraudulent trade practices in respect of a transaction undertaken by them as an inter
se transfer of shares of KBL to KIL amongst promoters in 2010 (“2010 Transaction”) under the Order
dated October 20, 2020 passed by SEBI. This order has now been set aside by the SAT pursuant to
an appeal filed by the parties to the 2010 Transaction. The SAT in its Order passed on October 12,
2022 has specifically noted that the SEBI investigations were initiated on the basis of complaints
filed by KBL and KBL had filed the appeal not being satisfied with the quantum of the penalty levied
by SEBI. The SAT has dismissed KBL's Appeal on the ground that KBL is not an aggrieved person by
the decision of SEBI, thereby implying that KBL had no locus to file the Appeal or the complaint in
the first place. KIL was also a party in a tagged matter in the said proceedings. Under the said SAT
Order, it has been inter alia noted that “5. Appeal no. 44 of 2021 is filed by Kirloskar Brothers Ltd,
(hereinafter referred to as KBL’) - the complainant - who claims that on the basis of it’s complaint
the impugned order is passed, but not to its satisfaction. Therefore, this original complainant has
filed the present appeal praying for an increase in the penalty as well as disgorgement amount.”
(emphasis supplied). It is noteworthy that SAT has observed that the investigations conducted by
SEB! in respect of the 2010 Transaction were only initiated at the insistence and on the complaints
filed by KBL. However, KBL chose neither to take similar actions against Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and his
wife Mrs. Pratima Kirloskar even though similar trades had been undertaken by them in the scrip
of KBL a few days after trades were undertaken by the other promoters under the 2010 Transaction,
nor has KBL sought enhancement of the penalty under a similar order passed by SEBI against Mr.
Sanjay Kirloskar and his wife Mrs. Pratima Kirloskar. Further, the Hon’ble SAT while dismissing the
Appeal filed by KBL has inter alia held that “67. ... In our view, the complainant cannot be said to be
aggrieved by the deciSion of SEBI and, therefore, also the appeal is not maintainable.”. Therefore,
KBL had no locus to file the complaint before SEBI, let alone seek any enhancement of the penalties
levied by SEBI before the SAT. This only confirms KIL’s apprehension that KBL, at the behest of Mr.
Sanjay Kirloskar, its Chairman and Managing Director, is mis-utilizing its funds to litigate over
disputes that do not even concern KBL.

2.3. Pursuant to the passing of the SAT Order dated October 12, 2022, various statements have been
released in news articles by KBL whereby KBL has confirmed to expending approximately Rs. 274
Crores for legal, professional fees and consultancy charges, out of which, as per KBL, legal expenses
over the last 7 (seven) years incurred by KBL go up to at least Rs. 70 crores. KBL in its statement has
inter alia stated-as follows “We wish to clarify that the legal fees over the last seven years is a total
of approximately Rs. 70 crore. These expenses are towards tax matters, labour matters, arbitration
pertaining to project business, cases related to domestic and international projects, patents,

A Kirloskar Group Company

Regd. Office: Cello Platina, Office Number 801, Fergusson College Road, Shivajinagar, Pune- 411005
Tel: +91 (20) 29704374 | Fax: +91 (20) 29704374

Email: investorrelations@kirloskar.com | Website: www.kil.net.in

CIN: L70100PN1978PLC088972



Industries

property documents and for overseas business as KBL is the only multinational in the group with
manufacturing subsidiaries in four continents...They have wrongly assumed that all these expenses
are legal expenses. A major portion of the said Rs 274 crore is professional fees paid to various Indian
and overseas reputed consultants to improve the Company’s business. ... For a Company with a
consolidated turnover of over 2,500 crore per annum, legal expenses of Rs 70 crore over last seven
years is logical and does not support any allegation made.”

2.4. Upon seeking details from the other group companies and promoters in relation to the legal
proceedings initiated by KBL against them, we are given to understand that KBL has initiated the
following proceed’ings, relevant to the subject matter hereof:

2.4.1. Special Leave Petitions filed by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and Kirloskar Brothers Limited, before the
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India:

Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and KBL have jointly filed the Special Civil Suit No. 798 of 2018 (the “Suit”)
before the Hon’ble Civil Judge, Senior Division, Pune against family members of Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar
and various entities belonging to the Kirloskar Group (totaling to 26 Defendants) sometime in 2018,
inter alia, seeking specific performance of the Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009
(“DFS”) entered into amongst certain members of the Kirloskar family in their individual capacities.
Consequent thereto, some of the individual family members including Mr. Atul Kirloskar and Mr.
Rahul Kirloskar who are the defendants, filed applications under Section 8 of the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act, 1996 seeking reference of the Suit to arbitration which applications were dismissed
by a common order dated December 7, 2020, by the Hon’ble Civil Judge, Senior Division, Pune
(“Section 8 Order”). The Section 8 Order was challenged by them before the Hon’ble Bombay High
Court in Arbitration Appeal (ST) No. 1661 of 2021 (the “Arbitration Appeal”) seeking that the Suit
be referred to arbitrdtion. By an order dated May 3, 2021 (“HC Order”), the Hon’ble High Court
allowed the Arbitration Appeal setting aside the dismissal and the disputes in the Suit have been
referred to arbitration. However, since the Hon’ble High Court exceeded its jurisdiction under
Section 8 of the Arbitration Act, Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited, La Gajjar Machineries Private Limited
and Kirloskar Proprietary Limited have jointly filed a Special Leave Petition (Special Leave Petition
(Civil) No. 13070 of 2021) before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India against these adverse findings
in the HC Order. Additionally, two separate Special Leave Petitions being Special Leave Petition
(Civil) Nos. 8221 of 2021 and 8020 of 2021 before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India challenging
the HC Order have also been filed by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and by KBL, respectively challenging the
referral of the Suit to arbitration. All the three Special Leave Petitions have been tagged together.
KIL is given to-understand that the mediation attempted under the direction of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India has failed. The proceedings before the Supreme Court are pending and till
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date no order whatsoever has been passed by any court on any aspect of the merits of the case and
no injunctive reliefs have been granted.

2.4.2. Appeal No. 311 of 2021 - Kirloskar Brothers Limited v. SEBI & Anr. before the Hon’ble Securities
Appellate Tribunal

Pursuant to the Order dated May 13, 2022, passed by the Hon’ble SAT ("SAT Order”) in an appeal
filed by KBL against SEBI’s communication / decision dated February 17, 2021 ("SEBI Decision”),
whereby SEBI held that the Deed of Family Settlement (“DFS”) came into existence on September
11, 2009 and the 'requirement under Regulation 30 of the SEBI Listing Obligations and Disclosure
Requirements Regulations, 2015 (“SEBI LODR”) came into existence in 2015, prospectively. SEBI has
also clarified that the DFS was a private agreement, entered into by the Kirloskar Family members
in their individual capacity. The Hon’ble SAT has upheld SEBI’s decision/communication dated
February 17, 2021. We understand that KBL has filed an Appeal against the said SAT Order dated
May 13, 2022 before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, however the said appeal remains
pending, and no interim or final reliefs have been granted by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in

favour of KBL in the matter.

2.4.3. Company Petition No. 252 of 2021 — Kirloskar Brothers Limited vs. Atul Kirloskar and Ors. before
the NCLT, Mumbai Bench.

Company Petition has been filed by KBL along with an application for Interim and Ad-Interim Reliefs
(C.A. No. 254 of 2021) before the NCLT against the Company, Mr. Atul Kirloskar and others, seeking
certain reliefs as more particularly mentioned in the said petition and application, in relation to
1,07,18,400 shares of KBL held by KIL.

From the aforesaid, we inter alia observe the following:

Date Document Particulars/Quoted extracts
April 18, 2016 Minutes of the Board e It was informed to the Board that the
meeting of KBL held on Company has received a letter from its
April 18, 2016. member and shareholder — Mr. Sanjay
Kirloskar, drawing the attention of the
Annexure 1 hereto Company on restrictions on

transferability (acquisition or sale, etc.) of
Company’s shares, which were agreed
upon by him, Mr. Atul Kirloskar, Mr.
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Rahul Kirloskar, Mr. Gautam Kulkarni,
members of each of their respective
nuclear family and entities under the
control of each of them, either jointly or
severally, through a Deed of Family
Settlement (DFS) dated September 11,
2009.

° Letter of Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar along with
its exhibits was placed in the board
meeting for inspection.

° Board noted that the said DFS which was
shared with the Board for the first time,
inter-alia deals with the ownership,
control and management by the said
promoter/  promoter group and
consequent transfer of or dealing with
the securities of the companies
mentioned therein.

° The Board resolved that in consideration
of the DFS between Mr. Sanjay C
Kirloskar, Mr. Atul Kirloskar, Mr. Rahul
Kirloskar, Mr. Gautam Kulkarni, members
of each of their respective nuclear family
and entities under the control of each of
them, either jointly or severally which
was shared with the Board for the first
time, any proposal is placed before the
Board anytime for or in respect of
acquisition, transfer or disposal of
securities of the company in any manner
whatsoever emanated from any party to
the said DFS or an entity under their

nd control or management, the Board shall
recognize the terms of the said DFS in
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letter and spirit of the said arrangement
read with the proviso of Sec. 58(2) of the
Companies Act 2013 would enforce the
said terms in exercise of the power
vested in it while granting or refusing
consenttoa such  posal

April 19, 2016 Disclosure made by KBL e  The Board of Directors at their meeting
under Regulation 30 of held on April 18, 2016, have taken on
the SEBI (Listing record “Deed of Family Settlement” dated
Obligations and September 11, 2009, entered into
Disclosure Requirements) between the promoter group
Regulations, 2015 to the shareholders of the Company and each of
stock exchanges. their family members.

Annexure 2 hereto. The said arrangement, inter alia, deals

with the ownership, control and
management by the said promoter /
promoter group members of the Kirloskar
Group of Companies and consequent
transfer of or dealing with the securities of
the companies mentioned therein. The
arrangement provides for restriction on
competition between the parties to the
said deed. The Board decided to recognize
the contents of the said Deed under the
provisions of Section 58(2) of the
Companies Act, 2013 to take into account
the said terms in exercise of the powers
vested in the Board while granting or
refusing consent to any such proposal for
acquisition, transfer or disposal of the
securities of the Company by the said
Promoters  (which  includes  their
respective family members and also
companies under the control of each of
them or several with others

A Kirloskar Group Company
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July 13, 2018

A Kirloskar Group Company

Suit No, 798 of 2018 filed
by KBL and Mr. Sanjay
Kirloskar before the Civil
Judge, Senior Division,
Pune.

Annexure 3 hereto.

Joint Affidavit in Reply
filed by Mr. Sanjay
Kirloskar and KBL in
Company Petition No. 193
of 2017 before the
Hon’ble National
Company Law Tribunal,
Mumbai filed by KIL and
others.

Annexure 4 hereto

Industries

Although the defendant Nos. 1, 3 and late
Gautam Kulkarni till his demise (who were
in control of the affairs of the defendant
No. 21 herein) and their respective
branches have taken full advantage under
the Deed of Family Settlement and are
well aware that they and the defendant
No. 21 is bound by the same, the
defendants on the board of directors of
defendant no. 21 company have
deliberately failed to take the said Deed of
Family Settlement on the record to avoid
facing any query or opposition from other
independent directors while acting in
derogation thereof. As against this, the
plaintiff No. 2 has taken the Deed of
Family Settlement on record which the
plaintiff No. 1 is a signatory.

In this context, it is pertinent to note that
KBL has, at its Board Meeting held on 18"
April 2016, pursuant to the proviso to
Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act, taken the
DFS on record. KBL’'s board has also
resolved that with respect to any proposal
placed before it for or in respect of the
acquisition and transfer or disposal of
KBL’s shares and securities, by either of
the parties to the DFS and their families
(other than me and my family), KBLs
board shall recognize the terms of the DFS
in letter and spirit read with the proviso to
Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act, and
accordingly, ensure that the DFS is
implemented and abided by. By virtue of
this resolution, KBL has bound itself to the

rovisions of the DFS.
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2018 Suit No. 798 of 2018 filed e  Although the defendant Nos. 1, 3 and late
by KBL and Mr, Sanjay Gautam Kulkarni till his demise (who were

Kirloskar before the Civil in control of the affairs of the defendant

Judge, Senior Division, No. 21 herein) and their respective

Pune. branches have taken full advantage under

the Deed of Family Settlement and are

Annexure 3 hereto. well aware that they and the defendant

No. 21 is bound by the same, the
defendants on the board of directors of
defendant no. 21 company have
deliberately failed to take the said Deed of
Family Settlement on the record to avoid
facing any query or opposition from other
independent directors while acting in
derogation thereof. As against this, the
plaintiff No. 2 has taken the Deed of
Family Settlement on record which the
aintiff No. 1isa

July 13, 2018 Joint Affidavit in Reply e Inthis context, it is pertinent to note that
fled by Mr. Sanjay KBL has, at its Board Meeting held on 18t
Kirloskar and KBL in April 2016, pursuant to the proviso to
Company Petition No. 193 Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act, taken the
of 2017 before the DFS on record. KBL’s board has also
Hon’ble National resolved that with respect to any proposal
Company Law Tribunal, placed before it for or in respect of the
Mumbai filed by KIL and acquisition and transfer or disposal of
others. KBL’s shares and securities, by either of

the parties to the DFS and their families
Annexure 4 hereto. (other than me and my family), KBL's

board shall recognize the terms of the DFS

in letter and spirit read with the proviso to

Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act, and

accordingly, ensure that the DFS is

implemented and abided by. By virtue of

this resolution, KBL has bound itself to the
visions of the DFS.

A Kirloskar Group Company
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December
2020

November
2021

Minutes of the Board
meeting of KBL held on
December 21, 2020.

Annexure 5 hereto

Further Additional
Affidavit filed by KBL in
Special Leave Petition No.
8020 of 2021 before the
Hon’'ble Supreme Court of
India.

Annexure 6 hereto.

Industries

Under the Board resolution passed on
December 21, 2020 the Board has
approved undertaking actions in relation
to legal matters/proceedings regarding or
relating to the Company, which are
pending and/or maybe instituted by the
Company and/or maybe defended by the
Company, with respect to the matters
arising out of the DFS amongst the
promoters relating to the ownership,
management and control by few of them
and ownership of intellectual property
as the case m

I respectfully submit that Respondent No.
27 herein in his Affidavit dated 18.11.2021
filed in this Hon'ble Court on behalf of the
said Respondent and his nuclear family,
has already confirmed that: —

I and my nuclear family hereby confirm
that we will ensure that all
companies/entities under our
management/control (including
Respondent No. 24 which has already
taken on record and disclosed the DFS)
will unconditionally submit to mediation
and this Hon’ble Court should be in the
interest of justice direct all the other
signatories to the DFS that the they
should ensure that all entities /
companies under their respective
management / control should also
unconditionally submit themselves to
mediation.

2.5. From the aforesaid events and circumstances, certain serious and important questions arise in
relation to (a)~the conduct of affairs of the KBL Board especially of the independence of the
independent directors; (b) the decision-making process pertaining to initiation of legal proceedings

A Kirloskar Group Company
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by KBL; and (c) expending huge legal expenses towards initiating such legal proceedings. it appears
that Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has by making oral claims and statements, perhaps caused the KBL Board
including independent directors to pass resolutions to take the DFS on record and thereafter
authorize KBL to spend money to initiate legal proceedings in relation to the DFS. However, we
observe that even though KBL authorized taking all actions pertaining to matters arising out of the
DFS only in 2020, KBL has been initiating various legal cases and incurring expenses pertaining to
the same as far back as from 2018.

2.6. Inthe circumstances, it has become imperative that an external forensic audit be conducted in the
affairs of the Board of KBL. The forensic audit is required to extend to verification of the
participation and role of the independent directors of KBL in respect of each of the questions raised
above. Further, it is imperative that the forensic audit verifies and investigates the huge legal
expenses to the tune of INR 70 crores admittedly incurred by KBL, since the commencement of the
disputes between Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and others and the benefits thereof to KBL and its

shareholders.

2.7. KIL being the largest shareholder of KBL requests the Board of KBL to consider requisitioning of a
shareholders’ meeting of KBL for appointment of an external independent auditor to conduct a
forensic audit in respect of the matters and questions set out above. The scope of the audit should
extend to seeking explanations from each member of the Board of Directors of KBL especially the
independent directors in relation to the aforesaid matters.

2.8. KIL has also received a confirmation from Mr. Atul Kirloskar and Mr. Rahul Kirloskar (shareholders
of KIL), who have filed a petition along with KIL before the NCLT being Company Petition No. 193 of
2017 in relation to acts of oppression and mismanagement in the affairs of KBL, in relation to
requisitioning the said extraordinary general meeting (“EGM”) along with KIL.

In the circumstances, pursuant to Section 100(2)(a) and other applicable provisions of the
Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed thereunder (“Companies Act”), we submit this
requisition and hereby call upon you to forthwith convene an EGM of the shareholders of KBL in
the manner prescribed under the Companies Act and other applicable laws, to consider and if
approved pass the following resolutions: '

A Kirloskar Group Company
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Special Business

Item No. 1.

1 To appoint an independent and reputed entity as a forensic auditor and to direct a forensic
audit to be conducted by such independent reputed external entity for investigation and
verification of all records, books of accounts, minutes books, other documents of KBL and
conduct of the Board of Directors of KBL including independent directors, based on the
aforesaid matters and to answer the following questions:

1.1.

1.2,

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

A Kirloskar Group Company

'

Has the KBL Board especially the independent directors of KBL verified the claims made
by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar in relation to the DFS, in order to ensure that they have not
been misled by the claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar? Has the KBL Board including
independent directors sought any independent legal advice pertaining to the same
especially in view of the pending personal disputes amongst the promoter family?

While Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has been repeatedly claiming that KBL has taken the DFS on
record, what steps have been taken by KBL to actually bind KBL with the DFS, in
accordance with the provisions of applicable law?

Have the independent directors acted and approved filing of cases by KBL solely on the
basis of claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar without actually verifying the locus or the
benefit to KBL for initiating these cases? Have the independent directors analyzed the
locus, benefits or reasons for initiation of cases by KBL? If yes, whether the same has
been recorded in the minutes of KBL Board meetings?

KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar have filed various pleadings / affidavits before different
fora wherein they have claimed that KBL has suffered losses of dramatically different
but large amounts, all arising out of the same cause of action, arising out of an alleged
breach of the DFS. Have the independent directors verified the veracity of such claims?

KBL has sworn on Affidavit that KBL is suffering a loss of INR 1 crore per day due to the
alleged breach of the DFS. It appears that KBL may have been making such large profits
prior to the occurrence of such alleged breaches and only then it could have claimed
to suffer the loss as a consequence of the alleged breach. However, the audited
financial statements of KBL do not even appear to reflect such high profits of KBL. Has
this claim of KBL been verified by the independent directors of KBL prior to the
statement being made on oath?

Regd. Office: Cello Platina, Office Number 801, Fergusson College Road, Shivajinagar, Pune- 411005
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1.6

1.7

1.8.

Industries

The pleadings / affidavits filed by KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar are attached hereto as
Annexure 3 and Annexures 7 to 9 hereto.

Is there a status report in relation to the cases setting out the expenses, merits,
benefits to KBL, legal strategy, prepared by the management and circulated to the
independent directors for their approval and appraisal?

Are the independent directors aware of KBL funding cases/litigations by third parties?
If so, KBL should provide the details.

As per the recent news publications quoted above, KBL has admittedly spent an
amount of INR 70 Crores towards tax matters, labour matters, arbitration pertaining
to project business, cases related to domestic and international projects, patents,
property documents and for overseas business. However, none of the
abovementioned matters appear or have been referred to in the said expenses.
Therefore, how much money out of the said INR 70 crores has been expended towards
such cases?

In the circumstances, the shareholders are called upon to pass the following resolution as an
Ordinary Resolution, with or without modification:

“RESOLVED THAT an independent and reputed external entity be appointed as a forensic
auditor to conduct a forensic audit in the affairs of KBL for investigation and verification of all
records, books of accounts, minutes books, other documents of KBL and conduct of the Board
of Directors of KBL including independent directors, based on the following matters and
questions raised:

1.1.

1.2

Has the KBL Board especially the independent directors of KBL verified the claims made

by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar in relation to the DFS, in order to ensure that they have not
been misled by the claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar? Has the KBL Board including
independent directors sought any independent legal advice pertaining to the same
especially in view of the pending personal disputes amongst the promoter family?

While Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has been repeatedly claiming that KBL has taken the DFS on
record, what steps have been taken by KBL to actually bind KBL with the DFS, in
acgordance with the provisions of applicable law?
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1.3. Have the independent directors acted and approved filing of cases by KBL solely on the
basis of claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar without actually verifying the locus or the
benefit to KBL for initiating these cases? Have the independent directors analyzed the
locus, benefits or reasons for initiation of cases by KBL? If yes, whether the same has
been recorded in the minutes of KBL Board meetings?

1.4. KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar have filed various pleadings / affidavits before different
fora wherein they have claimed that KBL has suffered losses of dramatically different
but large amounts, all arising out of the same cause of action, arising out of an alleged
breach of the DFS. Have the independent directors verified the veracity of such claims?

1.5. KBL has sworn on Affidavit that KBL is suffering a loss of INR 1 crore per day due to the
alleged breach of the DFS. It appears that KBL may have been making such large profits
prior to the occurrence of such alleged breaches and only then it could have claimed to
suffer the loss as a consequence of the alleged breach. However, the audited financial
statements of KBL do not even appear to reflect such high profits of KBL. Has this claim
of KBL been verified by the independent directors of KBL prior to the statement being

made on oath?

The pleadings / affidavits filed by KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar are attached hereto as
Annexure 3 and Annexures 7 to 9 hereto.

1.6. Isthere astatus report in relation to the cases setting out the expenses, merits, benefits
to KBL, legal strategy, prepared by the management and circulated to the independent
directors for their approval and appraisal?

1.7. Are the independent directors aware of KBL funding cases/litigations by third parties?
If so, KBL should provide the details.

1.8. As perthe recent news publications quoted above, KBL has admittedly spent an amount
of INR 70 Crores towards tax matters, labour matters, arbitration pertaining to project
business, cases related to domestic' and international projects, patents, property
documents and for overseas business. However, none of the abovementioned matters
appear or have been referred to in the said expenses. Therefore, how much money out
of the said INR 70 crores has been expended towards such cases?

e

A Kirloskar Group Company
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RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the forensic auditor be directed to seek appropriate explanations
from the Board of Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited on the abovementioned questions

and forensically verify the explanations so provided.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the forensic auditor be directed to submit its report in writing
directly to the shareholders of KBL while ensuring that the same is not tampered with, within
a period of 60 days from the date of the EGM.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT appropriate remuneration be finalized and be paid to the forensic
auditor in line with market practices for the conduct of the forensic audit.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the Board of Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited shall ensure
that necessary information, resources and documentation are made available to the forensic
auditor so appointed to ensure timely completion of the audit and the issuance of the forensic
audit report.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the Board of Directors of KBL be and is hereby directed to take all
actions and steps as required under the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules
framed thereunder and any other applicable provisions of law, to give effect to the aforesaid
resolution including but not limited to making appropriate filings with the Registrar of
Companies and disclosures with the stock exchanges under Regulation 30 of the SEBI (Listing
Obligations and Disclosure Requirements) Regulations, 2015 and any of the directors of KBL
are hereby severally authorized to do all acts, deeds and things to give effect to the resolution

set out above.”
1

3.1. Being a public listed company, the investment of KIL into KBL also affects the public shareholders
of KIL who indirectly benefit or lose from such investments. Therefore, there is need for KIL to
monitor such investment and prevent abuse by KBL of its resources and shareholders money.

A Kirloskar Group Company
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3.2. Inview of the facts and circumstances set out above, KIL along with Mr. Atul Kirloskar and Mr. Rahul .
Kirloskar, has requisitioned the subject EGM of the shareholders’ of KBL under Section 100(2)(a) of
the Companies Act. A copy of KIL's email dated October 21, 2022 to Mr. Atul Kirloskar and Mr. Rahul
Kirloskar and a copy of the confirmation received from them is annexed to this notice as Annexure

A

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of

i H . . |
‘ gmgdustrles Limited |
) |

(il
)

Mahesh Chhabria -
Managing Director "
Bnel.r As above

cC:

Mr. Devang Trivedi, Company Secretary
Kirloskar Brothers Limited

Yamuna, Survey No. 98 /3to 7,

Plot No. 3, Baner,

Pune — 411045, Maharashtra, India.

Kirloskar Industries Limited
A Kirloskar Group Company
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MM e e,

From: Mahesh ¢ ia (KIL)
Date: Fri, Oct 21, at 3:50

Subject: Requisitioning of EGM Of the shareholders

To: Atul Kirloskar <

Dear Atul and Rahul,

pa
of

of KBL by KIL
>, Rahul Kirloskar <

Appexure A



Petition No. 193 of 2017 alleging acts of oppression and mismanagement in the affairs of KBL, the Board of KIL has
directed seeking a confirmation from you both in relation to requisitioning the said EGM along with KIL.

We await your early response.

Regards
%] Mahesh Chhabria
Managing Director
Phone: +91 (0)22 6666 1890 / 66661891
Mobile: +91 9867592190
]

Address: C-1, 1st floor, Wadia International Center
Pandurang Budhkar Marg,

Near Deepak Cinema,

Worli, Mumbai 400025 (India)

Website: www.kil.net.in



From: AtUl KIrioskKar <atul.KIriosKkar@kirioskar.com>
Date: Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 3:58 PM

Subject: Re: Requisitioning of EGM Of the shareholders of KBL by KIL
To: Mahesh Chhabria (KIL) <mahesh.chhabria@kirloskar.com>

Cc: Rahul Kirloskar <Rahul.Kirloskar@kirloskar.com>

Dear Mahesh,

| have perused a copy of the resolution dated October 22, 2022 passed by the KIL Board at its
meeting held on October 22, 2022, in relation to approving requisitioning of an extra-ordinary
general meeting (“EGM”) of Kirloskar Brothers Limited and the EGM requisition notice attached
thereto. | consent to being a fellow requisitioner on the matter along with KIL.

Regards

Atul Kirloskar



=
Phone: +91 020 67060372

www.Kirloskarlimitless.com
9th Floor, Cello Platina, FC Road
Pune 411005

On Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 3:55 PM Mahesh Chhabria (KIL) <mahesh.chhabria@kirloskar.com> wrote:
Dear Atul and Rahul,

Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL”), in its Board meeting held on October 22, 2022, has decided to exercise its
power under Section 100(2)(a) of the Companies Act, 2013 and other applicable laws, to requisition convening of
an Extra Ordinary General Meeting (“EGM”) of the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”) for the
reasons and concerns in the affairs of KBL as set out in the said KIL Board resolution and EGM requisition notice
approved thereat. Please see attached a copy of the agenda placed before the Board of KIL which was

approved unanimously along with the draft of the EGM requisition notice as approved by the KIL Board, for your
reference.Since you both have filed a petition along with KIL against KBL before the Hon’ble National Company Law
Tribunal, being Company Petition No. 193 of 2017 alleging acts of oppression and mismanagement in the affairs of
KBL, the Board of KIL has directed seeking a confirmation from you both in relation to requisitioning the said EGM
along with KIL.

We await your early response.
Regards

%] Mahesh Chhabria

Managing Director

Phone: +91 (0)22 6666 1890 / 66661891
Mobile: +91 9867592190

Address: C-1, 1st floor, Wadia International Center
Pandurang Budhkar Marg,

Near Deepak Cinema,

Worli, Mumbai 400025 (India)

Website: www.Kil.net.in



From: Ranul Rirloskar <ranul.Kirloskar@kirioskar.com>

Date: Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 3:57 PM

Subject: Re: Requisitioning of EGM Of the shareholders of KBL by KIL
To: Mahesh Chhabria (KIL) <mahesh.chhabria@kirloskar.com>

Cc: Atul Kirloskar <atul.kirloskar@kirloskar.com>

Dear Mahesh,

| have perused a copy of the resolution dated October 22, 2022 passed by the KIL Board at its
meeting held on October 22, 2022, in relation to approving requisitioning of an extra-ordinary
general meeting (“EGM”) of Kirloskar Brothers Limited and the EGM requisition notice attached
thereto. | consent to being a fellow requisitioner on the matter along with KIL.

Regards,
Rahul

Rahul Kirloskar



Phone: +91 20 6706 0341

K

Address: 9th Floor, Cello Platina, F.C. Road, Pune 411005
Website: kirloskarlimitless.com

SR SR SRS

On Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 3:55 PM Mahesh Chhabria (KIL) <mahesh.chhabria@kirloskar.com> wrote:
Dear Atul and Rahul,

Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL”), in its Board meeting held on October 22, 2022, has decided to exercise its
power under Section 100(2)(a) of the Companies Act, 2013 and other applicable laws, to requisition convening of
an Extra Ordinary General Meeting (“EGM”) of the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”) for the
reasons and concerns in the affairs of KBL as set out in the said KIL Board resolution and EGM requisition notice
approved thereat. Please see attached a copy of the agenda placed before the Board of KIL which was

approved unanimously along with the draft of the EGM requisition notice as approved by the KIL Board, for your
reference.Since you both have filed a petition along with KIL against KBL before the Hon’ble National Company Law
Tribunal, being Company Petition No. 193 of 2017 alleging acts of oppression and mismanagement in the affairs of
KBL, the Board of KIL has directed seeking a confirmation from you both in relation to requisitioning the said EGM
along with KIL.

We await your early response.
Regards

%] Mahesh Chhabria

Managing Director

Phone: +91 (0)22 6666 1890 / 66661891
Mobile: +91 9867592190

Address: C-1, 1st floor, Wadia International Center
Pandurang Budhkar Marg,

Near Deepak Cinema,

Worli, Mumbai 400025 (India)

Website: www.Kil.net.in
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KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company
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KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED . " Enriching Lives. |
A Kirloskar Group Company - - _
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For Kirlgskar Brothers Limited

S ot

Sandeep Phadnis
Company Secretary
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Anpnexure 3

BEFORE THE HON'BLE CIVIL JUDGE SENIOR DIVISION PUNE

AT PUNE

Special Civil Suit No. "T38 /2018

Sanjay Chandrakant Kirloskar
Age about 61 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Plot No. 22 and 23,
270, Pallod Farms, Baner,

Pune 411 045

Kirloskar Brothers Limited

A Company incorporated and registered

under the provisions of the Indian

Companies Act, 1913 and having its

registered office At Udyog Bhavan,

Tilak Road, Pune 411 002 ...Plaintiffs

Versus

Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar

Age about 62 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Radha, 453, Gokhale Road,
Shivajinagar, Pune 411 016

Vikram Shreekant Kirloskar

Age about 59 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Kirloskar Residence,
Kirloskar Business Park,

Bellary Road, Hebbal,

Bangaluru 560 024

Rahul Chandrakant Kirloskar

Age about 54 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Lakaki Compound,
Model Colony,Shivajinagar,

Pune 411 016

Arti Atul Kirloskar )

Age about 57 years, Occ: Homemaker,
Residing at Radha, 453,

Gokhale Road, Shivajinagar,

Pune 411 016

Gauri Atul Kirloskar

Alias Gauri Kolenaty

Age about 34 years, Occ: Homemaker
Residing at Radha, 453,

Gokhale Road, Shivajinagar,

Pune 411 016

Aditi Atul Kirloskar
Alias Aditi Sahni
Age about 32 years, Occ: Homemaker




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Residing at Radha, 453,
Gokhale Road, Shivajinagar,
Pune 411 016

Pratima Sanjay Kirloskar

Age about 56 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Plot No. 22 and 23,
270, Pallod Farms, Baner,

Pune 411 045

Alok Sanjay Kirloskar

Age about 34 years, Occ: Business
Having permanent address at

Plot No. 22 and 23,

270, Pallod Farms, Baner,

Pune 411 045

Rama Sanjay Kirloskar

Age about 28 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Plot No. 22 and 23,
270, Pallod Farms, Baner,

Pune 411 045

Geetanjali Vikram Kirloskar

Age about 52 years, Occ: Homemaker
Residing at Kirloskar Residence,
Kirloskar Business Park,

Bellary Road, Hebbal,

Bangaluru 560 024

Manasi Vikram Kirloskar

Age about 28years, Occ: Business,
Residing at Kirloskar Residence,
Kirloskar Business Park,

Bellary Road, Hebbal,

Bangaluru 560 024

Alpana Rahul Kirloskar

Age about 54 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Lakaki Compound,
Model Colony, Shivajinagar,

Pune 411 016

Alika Rahul Kirloskar

Age about 26years, Occ: Business
Residing at Lakaki Compound,
Model Colony, Shivajinagar,

Pune 411 016

Aman Rahul Kirloskar
Age about 23 years, Occ: Business
Residing at Lakaki Compound,

Model Colony, Shivajinagar,
Pune 411 016
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Jyotsna Gautam Kulkarni

Age about 63 years, Occ: Homemaker
Residing at Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,
Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Nihal Gautam Kulkarni

Age about 37years, Occ: Business
Residing at Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,
Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Shruti Nihal Kulkarni

Age about 32 years, Occ: Homemaker
Residing at Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,
Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Gargi Nihal Kulkarni

Since minor through her guardian father
Mr. Nihal Gautam Kulkarni

Defendant No. 16

Residing at Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,

Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Ambar Gautam Kulkarni

Age about 33 years, Occ: Business
Having permanent address at
Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,

Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Komal Ambar Kulkarni

Age about 31years, Occ: Homemaker
Having permanent address at

Yena, 1, Advaitnagar,

Paud Road, Pune 411 038

Kirloskar Qil Engines Limited

Being the successor in interest of
Erstwhile Kirloskar Qil Engines Limited
A Company incorporated and registered
Under the provisions of the Companies
Act, 1956 having its registered office at
Laxmanrao Kirloskar Road, Khadki,
Pune 411 003

La Gajjar Machineries Private Limited
A Company incorporated and registered
Under the provisions of the Companies
Act, 1956, having its registered

office at Nagarwel Hanuman road,
Acidwala Estate, Opp. Sukhrampura,
Amraiwadi, Ahmedabad 380026

Kirloskar Proprietary Limited

A Company incorporated and registered
Under the provisions of the Companies
Act, 1956 and having its registered
office at 13/A, Karve Road, Kothrud,
Pune 411038
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Anil C. Kulkarni

Age about 55 years, Occ: Business
Summons to be served at
Kirloskar Proprietary Limited
13/A, Karve Road, Kothrud,

Pune 411038

Chandrashekhar H. Naniwadekar
Age about 60 years, Occ: Business
Summons to be served at
Kirloskar Proprietary Limited
13/A, Karve Road, Kothrud,

Pune 411038

Mahesh Chhabria

Age adult, Occ: Business

Summons to be served at

Kirfoskar Proprietary Limited

13/A, Karve Road, Kothrud,

Pune 411038 ... Defendants

Suit for specific performance,
damages, declaration, injunction
and other reliefs valued at Rupees
1,000/- + 750,00,00,000/-+1000/-
+ 1000/-

The plaintiffs above named most respectfully submit as

under-

1.

The plaintiff No. 1 and the defendant Nos. 1 to 20 are lineal
descendants of late Shri. Laxmanrao Kashinath Kirloskar
who pioneered the Kirloskar ramily’s entry into the industrial
map of India. Late Shri. Laxmanrao Kashinath Kirloskar was
the architect/ founder of the industrial empire subsequently
led by Shri. Shantanurao Laxmanrao Kirloskar along with
his brother Shri. Ravindra Kirloskar, making the name
Kirloskar synonymous with quality, honesty and integrity.

The plaintiff No. 1 and the defendant Nos. 1 and 3 are real
brothers who are great grandsons of late Shri. Laxmanrao

Kashinath Kirloskar. The defendant No. 2 is and late

Gautam Kulkarni was a great grandson of late Shri.




Laxmanrao Kashinath Kirloskar and cousin brothers of the
plaintiff No. 1 and the defendant Nos. land 3. Shri. Gautam
Kulkarni died on 20t September, 2017, leaving behind him
the defendant Nos. 15, 16 and 19 as his legal heirs. The
defendant Nos. 17, 18 and 20 are also members of the
branch of late Gautam Kulkarni.

The defendant No. 4 is the wife of and defendant Nos. 5 and
6 are the daughters of the defendant No. 1. The defendant
No. 7 is the wife of and the defendant Nos. 8 and 9 are the
son and daughter respectively of the plaintiff No. 1 herein.
The defendant No. 10 is the wife of and defendant No. 11 is
the daughter of the defendant No. 2 herein. The defendant
No. 12 is wife of and the defendant Nos. 13 and 14 are the
daughter and son respectively of the defendant No. 3 herein.
The defendant No. 15 is the widow of and the defendant Nos.
16 and 19 are the sons of late Gautam Kulkarni, The
defendant No. 15 is also the largest individual shareholder of
the defendant No. 21 company. The defendant No. 17 is wife
of and the defendant No. 18 is minor daughter of the
defendant No. 16 herein. The defendant No. 20 is the wife of
the defendant No. 19 and daughter in law of late Gautam
Kulkarni.

The plaintiff No. 2 is the flagship company of the Kirloskar
group, incorporated in 1920. The plaintiff No. 2 company has
been engaged in the business inter alia of manufacturing
centrifugal pumps since 1926 (including electric submersible
and mono-block pumps), valves for industrial and

agricultural use, turbines and other ancillary goods. The




plaintiff No. 1 is the Chairman and the Managing Director of
the plaintiff No. 2 company.

The defendant No. 21 being the successor-in-interest of the
erstwhile Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited under the
management and control of the defendant Nos. 1, 3 and late
Gautam Kulkarni (during his lifetime) is engaged in the
business of manufacturing diesel engines of different horse
powers, engine valves, generator sets in various ranges,
alternators and certain diesel pump sets, The defendant No.
21 is presently under the control and management of the
defendant Nos. 1, 3, 5 and 16. The defendant Nos. 1, 3, S
and 16 are the present directors from the Kirloskar family on
the board of the defendant No. 21 company who are
responsible for management and affairs thereof along with
other directors. The defendant No. 21 is an alter ego of the
defendant Nos. 1 to 5, 12, 15 and 16 who have used the said
company as an instrumentality to commit various breaches
of the Deed of Family Settlement.

The defendant No. 22 is a company incorporated and
registered under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1956,
having its registered office at the address mentioned in the
title of the plaint. The defendant No. 22 is engaged in the
business of manufacturing and selling electric submersible
and mono-block pumps. The defendant No. 22 is presently
subsidiary of the defendant No. 21 company and
manufactures products which are in direct competition of
the plaintiff No. 2 herein.

The defendant No. 23 is a company incorporated in 1965

with the purpose of holding all trademarks and logos




pertaining to the Kirloskar group. The defendant No. 23 was
incorporated pursuant to decision amongst the Kirloskar
family, which controlled various Kirloskar group companies.
The defendant No. 23 company was incorporated to function
as a quasi partnership, with equal control, ownership and
participation of all branches of Kirloskar family. The
defendant Nos. 24 to 26 are the directors of the defendant
No. 23 company whose directorship is under challenge in the
present suit.

Since the Kirloskar Group’s entry into the industrial sphere,
several members of the Kirloskar family have been involved
and continue to be involved in the business of several
companies having incorporated as a part of the Kirloskar
Group. Under the aegis of Shri. Shantanurao Laxmanrao
Kirloskar i.e. grandfather of the plaintiff No. 1 and the
defendant Nos. 1 to 3 herein, the Kirloskar Group
Companies were operated and promoted with the intention
and tradition of ensuring that the businesses carried on by
the companies were controlled and managed within the
Kirloskar family and were also demarcated between the
different branches of the Kirloskar family. The businesses of
the Kirloskar group companies were to be complementary
and not competitive inter se i.e. with each other/ members of
the Kirloskar group companies, in the greater interest of the
Kirloskar group.

To this end, several understandings were arrived at between
various members of the Kirloskar family, which reflected the
aforementioned tradition and intent. In accordance with the

said understandings, the management and control of
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11.

Kirloskar Group Companies was compartmentalized and
divided amongst various branches of the Kirloskar family. In
1985, to bring into effect the compartmentalization of the
management and control of the Kirloskar Group Companies,
the lines of businesses which the companies were carrying
on, such that distinct businesses were allocated to particular
branch/ branches of the family, the defendant Nos. 1 and 2
and the plaintiff No. 1 were each promoted from positions of
senior executives to managing directors of different
companies of the Kirloskar Group.

Accordingly, the defendant No. 1 was appointed as the
managing director of the then Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited,
presently the defendant No. 21 herein. Since 1985, the
plaintiff No. 1 has continuously served as the Managing
Director of the plaintiff No. 2 i.e. Kirloskar Brothers Limited.
Similarly, the defendant No. 2 was appointed as the
managing director of Mysore Kirloskar Limited. In about
1990-91, the defendant No. 3 was appointed as the
managing director of Kirloskar Pneumatic Company Limited.
In 1994, Shantanurao Kirloskar passed away. In 1989 i.e.
prior to his death, he had executed his last Will and
testament in which he reiterated the above understanding
and family tradition, particularly ensuring that the control of
each individual Kirloskar Group Company remained within
the branch managing that company. Under the said Will, the
shares of the Kirloskar Group companies owned by late
Shantanurao Kirloskar were to be distributed between the
plaintiff No. 1 and the defendant Nos. 1 and 3 in such a

manner that the control of an individual company remained
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within the branch managing that company. Further, the Will
echoed the understanding that his shares of the Kirloskar
Group companies were to be retained/distributed with the
object of retaining the shares and control of the group
companies within the family.

It is evident that the Will of Late Shantanurao Kirloskar and
the actions of the individual family members clearly reflect
the understanding and tradition under which the Kirloskar
Group companies came to be managed and operated.

While the Kirloskar group companies continued to be
managed as per the above understandings, in or around
2009, it was decided by the Kirloskar family members to
formalize this demarcation and compartmentalization to
avoid any complications that could result in differences/
disputes that could arise between family members. It is
submitted that since the concerned parties believed that
differences of opinion may arise amongst the plaintiff No. 1,
defendant Nos. 1 to 3 and late Gautamn Kulkarni
representing their respective branches in respect of
ownership, management and control of the Kirloskar Group
companies on account of various reasons including clash of
attitudes and behavior of the next generations, it was felt
that it would be prudent to take steps towards prevention of
certain issues transforming into problems, leading to
emergencies which will have an effect of hampering the
progress of the Kirloskar Group affecting peace, harmony,
goodwill, prestige and properties of the Kirloskar family.

The said concerned parties also thought that it would be

wise to effect a family settlement whereby the ownership,
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management and control of each branch of Kirloskar family
gets clearly defined for the smooth functioning of the
businesses and to preserve peace, harmony etc. and also to
avold unpleasant happenings.

The aforesaid understanding, which was reflected in several
documents, including the will of Late Shantanurao Kirloskar,
was formally recorded by way of a Deed of Family Settlement
in September 200'5. The said Deed of Family Settlement
dated September 11, 2009 came to be executed by and
amongst the defendant Nos. 1 to 3, the plaintiff No. 1 and
late Gautam Kulkarni representing their respective family
members on terms and conditions mentioned therein. All the
members of the branches of the defendant Nos, 1 to 3, the
plaintiff No. 1 and late Gautam Kulkarni, who are amongst
the defendants herein, gave their respective consents to
accept the terms thereof and letters to that effect came to be
executed by them which form part of Annexures to the said
Deed of Family Settlement.

It is submitted that the promoters of the Kirloskar group
companies as mentioned in the Deed of Family Settlement
dated September 11, 2009 are all members of Kirloskar
family and are bound by the said Deed of Family Settlement
along with the companies owned, managed and controlled by
them including the defendant Nos. 21 and 23. Under the
terms thereof, the parties to the Deed of Family Settlement
are obliged to ensure that there is no competition between
them, directly or even indirectly, including through the

companies under their ownership, management and control.
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The Deed of Family Settlement is in force, has been
implemented, has been taken advantage of and is valid,
subsisting and binding upon the defendants and other
Kirloskar group companies. It is submitted that the Deed of
Family Settlement reflects the spirit, intent and family
tradition on the basis of which the Kirloskar Group is
required to function and it binds the members of the family
as well as the entities which are controlled and/or managed
by the members of the Kirloskar family to ensure its highest
adherence and implementation.

The plaintiff No. 1 heading his branch including the
defendant Nos. 7 to 9 complied with all the obligations
under the terms of the said Deed of Family Settlement
including payment of the sum of Rs. 80.50 crores to the
defendant No. 2 and gift of shares of Kirloskar Brothers
Investments Limited worth hundreds of crores in favor of the
defendant Nos. 1, 3 and late Gautam Kulkarni, effectively
handing over the control of the Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited
and Kirloskar Pneumatic Limited to them. The plaintiff No. 1
and his branch performed their part of the Deed of Family
Settlement in consideration for the agreements, covenants,
mutual obligations and promises as contained in the said
Deed of Family Settlement by the parties thereto and
companies under their control and management.
Accordingly, the Deed of Family Settlement was given effect
to and the defendant Nos. 1 to 3 and late Gautam Kulkarni
along with their respective branches took full benefit under

the said Deed of Family Settlement.
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As more particularly elaborated hereinafter, Defendant Nos.
1, 3, 16 and late Gautam Kulkarni (till his demise) acting for
themselves and also on behalf of their respective branches
and companies under their management and control have,
in the recent past committed gross violations of the Deed of
Family Settlement and have acted in complete dereliction of
the obligations that bind them, to the detriment of the
interests of the plaintiff No. 1, his branch and the plaintiff
No. 2 company.

The plaintiffs were shocked to learn that the defendant Nos.
1, 3, 16 and late Gautam Kulkarni through defendant No. 21
company (Kirloskar Qil Engines Limited) under their
management and control, for the first time ever and that too
after execution of the Deed of Family Settlement dated
September 11, 2009,ventured in the business of trading in
electric mono-block and submersible pumps by procuring
such pumps from third party vendors, badging them as the
company’s own pumps under the name ‘Varsha/ Varsha
Electric’. The defendant No. 21 company started advertising
and marketing the said pumps inter alia by approaching the
dealers in the local market in India. The defendant No. 21
company distributed marketing material inter alia
pamphlets, hoardings and banners on trucks and shops.
The defendant No. 21 also started making a
misrepresentation on its website homepage by stating “We
have been delivering high quality pumpsets across the globe
for over a century.”It is pertinent to note that the defendant
No. 21 company is not in existence for 100 years. It is in fact

the plaintiff No. 2 which deals with electric pumps and has
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been in existence for more than a century and has always
been exclusively manufacturing, selling and dealing with all
types of pumps including electric submersible and mono-
bloc pump sets in the Kirloskar group.

The conduct of the defendant Nos. 1, 3, 16 and late Gautam
Kulkarni either themselves or through the defendant No. 21
as their alter ego, smacks of malafides and is in the teeth of
clause 15 of the Deed of Family Settlement and also against
the family tradition and understanding of non-compete
which is formally reflected in the said Deed of Family
Settlement dated September 11, 2009.

It is submitted that clause No. 15 of the Deed of Family
Settlement dated September 11, 2009 prohibits any party
thereto or any Kirloskar Group company under control of
such party/ parties from engaging in a directly competitive
business with one another. The plaintiffs submit that the
negative covenant against engaging in competition is
applicable to all the parties to the Deed of Family Settlement
dated September 11, 2009as well as the companies under
their management and control. The parties and constituents
of the families of five main executants of the Deed of Family
Settlement as well as entities owned and/or controlled by
them are bound by the said covenant. The aforesaid malafide
acts by the defendant No. 2lcompany and its board of
directors, including the defendant Nos. 1, 3, 16 and late
Gautam Kulkarni therefore constituted gross breach of the
Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009. The
other directors of the defendant No. 21 act as per the

instructions of the defendant Nos. 1, 3, 16 and late Gautam
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Kulkarni {during his life time) and they do not have any
independent opinion.

The concept of group companies stems from the non-
compete basis of the companies constituting the Kirloskar
group. If competition is permitted inter se Kirloskar Group
companies, the very cohesive nature of the group itself would
be lost by one group company competing directly or
indirectly with another group company.

In view of the above, it was incumbent on Defendant Nos.
1,3, 16 and late Gautam Kulkarni, as well as their respective
branches, to ensure that none of the companies within their
control and management manufacture / sell products which
the plaintiff No. 2 company has been manufacturing i.e. inter
alia manufacturing electric centrifugal pumps and valves for
industrial and agricultural use.

It is learnt by the plaintiffs that tke defendant No. 21
ultimately withdrew their said electric submersible and
mono-block pumps from the market after realizing the gross
breach of the Deed of Family Settlement by it as the same
was brought to its notice by the plaintiff No. 1. The plaintiffs
are however, entitled for damages from the defendant No. 21
company and persons controlling and managing the same in
defiance of the Deed of Family Settlement.

On 21stJune 2017, the plaintiffs were shocked to learn by
way of a press release that the defendant No. 21 company
had acquired 76% stake in La-Gajjar Machineries Private
Limited (defendant No. 22 herein}, a company engaged in the
manufacturing and selling of electric submersible and mono-

block pumps and pumpsets (i.e. business which is in direct
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competition with that carried out by the plaintiff No. 2) and
are trying to sell the said pumps in market. The plaintiff No.
1 had objected to the said acquisition but did not take any
legal action in view of pending mediation as mentioned
herein after.

The continued sale and/or distribution and/or
manufacturing and/or marketing of electric submersible and
mono-block pumps and pump sets in the market by the
defendant No. 21 and by the defendant No. 22 after its
acquisition by the defendant No. 21 is a direct contravention
of clause 15 of the Deed of Family Settlement, which
specifically provides that a party shall not engage in directly
competitive business with another company of the Kirloskar
Group. The defendant No. 21 company also started
advertising products which are directly in competition of the
business and the products manufactured and sold by the
plaintiff No. 2. The plaintiffs were shocked and surprised to
come across one such advertisement published by the
defendant No. 21 in Corporate India, a fortnightly magazine
for business and investment in its February, 28, 2018 issue.
A bare look at the said advertisement and the advertisement
by the plaintiff No. 2 in the same issue of Corporate India
would reveal that most of the products advertised by the
defendant No. 21 are in direct competition of the products of
the plaintiff No. 2.

Although the defendant Nos. 1, 3 and late Gautam Kulkarni
till his demise {who were in control of the affairs of the
defendant No. 21 herein) and their respective branches have

taken full advantage under the Deed of Family Settlement
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and are well aware that they and the defendant No. 21 is
bound by the same, the defendants on the board of directors
of the defendant No. 21 company have deliberately failed to
take the said Deed of Family Settlement on the record to
avoid facing any query or opposition from other independent
directors while acting in derogation thereof. As against this,
the plaintiff No. 2 has taken the Deed of Family Settlement
on record of which the plaintiff No. 1 is a signatory. Any
breach of non-compete clause of the said Deed of Family
Settlement would in fact and in effect adversely affects the
plaintiff No. 2. Hence, the plaintiffs have comity of cause of
action and interest to act as co-plaintiffs.

It is pertinent to note that not to enter competing businesses
has not only been a matter of family policy and tradition, the
same has been formally reflected in the Deed of Family
Settlement as well as admitted inter se between the parties
(including the defendant Nos. 1, 21 and 23) in judicial
proceedings. The concerned defendants who are in control of
the defendant No. 21 company are unjustly enriching
themselves at the cost of the plaintiffs by engaging in such
competitive business. It is thus clear that the defendants
except the defendant Nos. 7 to 9 have directly and through
their group entities have acted malafide to undermine and
commit gross and fundamental violations of the Deed of
Family Settlermnent. The said defendants have systematically
attempted, colluded and conspired in a pre-meditated

manner to erode the basic tenets of the Deed of Family

Settlement.
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It is stated that the defendant No. 23 (Kirloskar Proprietary
Limited) was incorporated in 1965 to function as a quasi-
partnership, with equal control, ownership and participation
of all family branches. Accordingly, the Deed of Family
Settlement also mandates that each family branch is
required to have equal shareholding in the defendant No. 23
Company and equal representation on the board thereof and
Kirloskar Proprietary Limited is required to be managed and
controlled jointly by all branches of the family. (i.e.
defendant Nos. 1 to 3, the plaintiff No. 1 and late Gautam
Kulkarni) who would hold equal shares in Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited and also have equal representation on
the board thereof. Moreover, to further ensure parity in
control, the Deed of Family Settlement stated that each of
the defendant Nos. 1 to 3, the plaintiff No. 1 and late
Gautam Kulkarni are entitled to nominate one director on
the board of the defendant No. 23 company and only a party
nominating a director has a right to remove the said director.
Furthermore, decisions had/have to be taken in the
defendant No. 23 company in a manner that adheres to the
letter and spirit of the Deed of Family Settlement, including
the family traditions and values. By not voting/ causing
entities in their cor_ltrol to vote in accordance with the Deed
of Family Settlement, as more elaborately stated herein
below, the said defendant Nos. 1 to 3 and family members of
late Gautam Kulkarni have at the 50% Annual General
Meeting of Kirloskar Proprietary Limited held on 22
September 2017, wrongfully ousted the plaintiff No. 1 from

its board by voting against his re-appointment.
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At the 267th Board Meeting of the defendant No. 23 company
(Kirloskar Proprietary Limited} in July, 2018, its Chairman
i.e. the defendant No. 25 announced that 1/3 of the Board
of Directors of the said company were liable for retirement by
rotation. The name of the retiring director was decided by
draw of lots. Three chits allegedly containing names of three
directors were placed in a box and a staff member of the
defendant No. 23 company was asked to pick one chit
Incidentally and conveniently, it was the chit bearing name of
the plaintiff No. 1 was picked and therefore, it was decided
that the plaintiff No. 1 was liable to retire by rotation along
with the defendant Nos. 1 and 24. Each of the said directors
who was liable to retire by rotation offered himself to be
reappointed. As per the Deed of Family Settlement, the
plaintiff No. 1 and his branch enjoyed a right of
representation in the Board of the defendant No. 23 company
and any attempts to oust him from the Board are/ would be
deemed to be illegal.

At the 50" Annual General Meeting held on 22nd September
2017, all the three directors who were up for retirement, i.e,
the defendant No. 1, 24 as well as the plaintiff No. 1 herein,
offered themselves for reappointment. To determine whether
they could be in fact reappointed as directors of the
defendant No. 23 company, Defendant No. 1 demanded that a
poll be held. However, the plaintiff No. 1 was shocked to
learn, vide an email dated 25t September 2017 from Mr. A.
V. Chitley, the Head - Secretary & Legal of the Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited that only 25% of the shareholders had

voted in favour of the appointment of the plaintiff No. 1, while
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75% had voted against his reappointment. On the other
hand, the defendant No. 24 was reappointed with 75% of the
shareholders voting in favour of his appointment and the
defendant No. 1 was reappointed with 100% shareholders (2
abstentions) voting for his re-appointment. Evidently, it was
only the plaintiff No. 1, whose reappointment was voted
against. The fact that 75% of the members of the defendant
No. 23 voted against the reappointment of the plaintiff No. 1,
clearly indicates that the family members, individually and
through the corporate members controlled by them, despite
being aware, voted against the terms of the Deed of Family
Settlement, which specifically provides in Clause 12 that each
of the parties to the Deed of Family Settiement will be
“entitled to nominate one director on the Board of Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited and the Party nominating such Director,
only will have the right to recommend removal of such director
and to nominate another director in his place”. Having voted in
this manner was to ensure the removal of the plaintiff No. 1
from the management of the defendant No. 23, to
systematically take unbridied control over its affairs, was/is
in the teeth of the letter, intent, and purport of the Deed of
Family Settlement. In the next board meeting, the defendant
No. 26 came to be appointed as director of the defendant No.
23 totally in derogation of the terms of the Deed of Family
Settlement.

Since the defendant Nos. 1 to 3 and family members of late
Gautam Kulkarni who are in control of the defendant No. 23
company have acted in flagrant violation of Clause 12 of the

Deed of Family Settlement, the plaintiff No. 1 sought his



34.

20

nomination to be appointed as director of the defendant No.
23 and simultaneously on 15t January, 2018, the plaintiff
No. 1 also addressed a letter to the board of directors of the
defendant No. 23 nominating himself to be re-appointed as
director of the defendant No. 23 company under Clause 12 of
the Deed of Family Settlement and called upon the
defendants on the board of directors to forthwith take all the
necessary steps and complete all the necessary formalities to
give effect to his reappointment as the director of Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited. The plaintiff No. 1 was shocked to
receive letter dated 5% February, 2018 from the board of
directors of the defendant No. 23 seeking information as to
the capacity and the basis for nominating the plaintiff No. 1
as director of Kirloskar Proprietary Limited rather than
taking steps to comply with the terms of the Deed of Family
Settlement in that regard. The plaintiff No. 1 was further
shocked to receive three letters all dated 6th February, 2018,
issued by the defendant Nos. 1 to 3 alleging brea(;h of the
Deed of Family Settlement on the part of the plaintiff No. 1
as the grounds for his removal from the board of Defendant
No. 23. It clearly appears from the contents of the said
letters that the removal of the plaintiff No. 1 from the board
of directors of the defendant No. 23 and subsequently his
non-re-appointment as per the terms of the Deed of Family
Settlement was pre-meditated action by the concerned
defendants in collusion with each other.

It is submitted that considering the purpose for which the
defendant No. 23 company was set up and considering that

all entities and promoters of the Kirloskar Group have equal
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interest in the affairs of the defendant No. 23, Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited has been and continues to remain a
closely held family company in the nature of a quasi-
partnership. The defendant No. 23 company centrally holds
all the trademarks pertaining to the Kirloskar Group and
therefore it is pertinent that the rights of all parties are
adequately represented. It was for this reason and to
generally protect the Kirloskar trade name and trademarks
that the Deed of Family Settlement contained specific
clauses pertaining to Kirloskar Proprietary Limited. It was in
fact for this reason that the defendant No. 23 was the only
entity of the Kirloskar Group where majority shareholding
was not delineated towards a specific family branch, but was
instead an entity where every branch had equal
shareholding. Thus, considering these factors, it is
imperative that the rights of the plaintiff No. 1 and his
branch are adequately represented in the Board of the
defendant No. 23 and that the defendants are directed to
take steps to ensure reappointment of the plaintiff No. 1to
the board of the defendant No. 23.

It is learnt that the other two directors on the board of
directors of the defendant No. 23 company namely Shri. A. C.
Kulkarni and Shri. Chandrashekhar H. Naniwadekar (the
defendant Nos. 24 and 25 herein respectively) do not have
nomination from any of the parties to the Deed of Family
Settlement. In the circumstances, the alleged directorship of
the said defendant Nos. 24 and 25 is totally in derogation of
the letter and spirit of the Deed of Family Settlement. So also,

the appointment of the defendant No. 26 is alsc in derogation
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of the Deed of Family Settlement. The defendant No. 23
company is turning blind eye to the said fact in addition to
not re-nominating the plaintiff No. 1 as director of Kirloskar
Proprietary Limited and has thus committed gross breach of
the Deed of Family Settlement. Failure to appoint some
nominee of the plaintiff No. 1 in his place amounts to gross
breach of the said Deed of Family Settlement in general and
clause 12 thereof in particular.

Without prejudice to whatever stated above and only if the
Hon’ble Court comes to conclusion that the appointment of
the defendant Nos. 24 to 26 is proper, the plaintiff No. 1 and
his branch also needs to be given equal representation on the
board of the defendant No. 23 in proportion to the other
parties to the Deed of Family Settlement.

In and around June 2017, disputes that had arisen between
the Kirloskar family members were referred to mediation
before a distinguished and well renowned individual, at the
instance of the plaintiff No. 1. Despite genuine and honest
efforts by the plaintiff No. 1 and his branch to resolve issues
through mediation, the defendants Nos. 1 to 6 and 10 to 20
continued to blatantly commit breach of the terms of the
Deed of Family Settlement either by themselves or through
companies under their control and management. Since the
mediation had already started between the parties, in
anticipation of an amicable uﬁderstanding, in line with the
family policy and tradition embodied in the Deed of Family
Settlement, the plaintiffs did not proceed with litigation at
the relevant time. The said mediator, Shri. Vijay Kelkar has

relinquished his role as mediator on 31st May, 2018, A letter

]
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to that effect has been received by the plaintiff No. 1 on 1st
June, 2018. In the circumstances, there is no delay in filing
the present suit and since the mediation has failed, the
plaintiffs are constrained to file the present suit for the
reliefs as prayed for. The plaintiffs are not aware of all the
breaches, if any and reserve their right to challenge any
action/ conduct committed by the defendant Nos. 1 to 6, 10
to 21 and 23 to 26 adverse to the interests of the plaintiffs
and against the spirit of the Deed of Farnily Settlement dated
September 11, 2009.

The plaintiffs have all along performed and are ready and
willing to perform their part of the said Deed of Family
Settlement, of which the defendants have been having
knowledge. The plaintiffs submit that, if any further breach
of the Deed of Family Settlement is committed and/or
allowed to be committed by the defendant Nos. 1 to 6, 10 to
21 and 23 to 26, it will cause grave hardship and irréparable
loss to the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs further add that, such
breaches will destroy the basic objective of the Deed of
Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009. In as much as
peace, harmony, goodwill, prestige and property of the
plaintiffs will be at stake. The plaintiffs submit that this loss
cannot be compensated in terms of money and hence it is a
fit case for grant of specific performance of the contract as
well as injunctive reliefs as sought herein. In these
circumstances, the plaintiffs are entitled for specific
performance of the said Deed of Family Settlement dated
September 11, 2009 and the defendants are liable to perform

as per the terms thereof.

e
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The plaintiffs are law abiding persons. The defendants Nos. 1
to 6 and 10 to 26have the power to commit breach and/or
continue commission of breach/es of the Deed of Family
Settlement dated September 11, 2009. In these
circumstances, the plaintiffs are left with no option but to
approach this Hon’ble Court for the reliefs as prayed for. In
the circumstances, the defendants need to be restrained in
terms of the reliefs as sought for.

If the defendants are not restrained as prayed for, the
plaintiffs will suffer irreparable loss which cannot be
compensated in terms of money. If however, the said
defendants are so restrained, no prejudice would be caused
to them.

The cause of action for the present suit first arose when the
plaintiffs in or about June, 2017 learnt for the first time
about breach of the Deed of Family Settlement dated
September 11, 2009 in terms of non-compliance of non-
compete clause by the defendant No. 21 companf,r (Kirloskar
Oil Engines Limited) and persons controlling and managing
the defendant No. 21, inter alia by acquisition of the
defendant No. 22 by the defendant No. 21, resulting into
violation of the Deed of Family Settlement. The cause of
action again arose when the plaintiff No. 1 was removed and
not re-appointed as director of the defendant No. 23
company, the defendant No. 26 was wrongly appointed as
director and the defendant Nos. 24 and 25 were stated and
treated to be the directors of the defendant No. 23 company
in derogation of the letter and spirit of the Deed of Family

Settlement. The cause of action further arose when the
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defendants except the defendant Nos. 7 to 9 failed to perform

in terms of the Deed of Family Settlement. The cause of

action further arose when the mediator sent a letter

relinquishing his role as mediator. The cause of action has

been arising every day thereafter.

The present suit is for specific performance, damages,

declaration, injunction and other reliefs and the same is

valued at Rs. 750,00,00,000/- {Rupees Seven Fifty crores

only) for the purposes of Court fee, advocates fees and

jurisdiction. Maximum court fee is paid thereon.

The Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009

was executed at Pune. The cause of action arose at Pune.

Hence this Hon'ble Court has jurisdiction to entertain, try

and decide the present suit.

The present suit is well within limitation and there is no

legal bar to file the present suit.

It is therefore prayed that

(a) The defendants Nos. 1 to 21 and 23 may kindly be
directed to perform specifically the Deed of Family
Settlement dated September 11, 2009.

(b) The defendant Nos. 1 to 6 and 10 to 26 may kindly be
directly to pay either jointly or severally an amount of
Rs. 750,00,00,000/- (Rupees Seven hundred and Fifty
crores only) to the plaintiffs towards damages in
addition to the claim for specific performance of the
Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009.

(¢) It be declared that the removal from and non-re-

appointment / non-re-nomination of the plaintiff No. 1
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on the board of directors of the defendant No. 23 is
illegal, null and void.

The plaintiff No. 1 be reappointed and/or directed to
be reappeinted on the board of the defendant No. 23.

It be declared that the directorship of the defendant
Nos. 24 to 26on the board of the defendant No. 23
company is against the Deed of Family Settlement
dated September 11, 2009.

In the alternative to the prayer clause {e) above, the
plaintiff No. 1 and his branch be given equal
representation on the board of directors of the
defendant No. 23 company as that of the other parties
to the Deed of Family Settlement holding directorship
of the defendant No. 23.

The defendant Nos. 1 to 6 and 10 to 22 may kindly be
restrained by decree of permanent injunction from
doing any competing business with the plaintiff No. 2
in defiance of the Deed of Family Settlement dated
September 11, 2009 including manufacturing, trading,
distributing or selling any product which competes
directly or indirectly with that of the plaintiff No. 2
including but not limited to the business of sale,
distribution or trading in electric mono-block and/or
submersible pumps, either themselves or through
their servants, agents, representatives, assigns,
successor-in-interest or persons claiming through or
under any of them and/or entities owned and/or
managed and/or controlled by any of them (including

by way of acquisition of shares/ businesses or entering
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into a joint venture, partnership or association with
any entity or otherwise) in any manner whatsoever.

(h)  The defendant Nos. 1 to 3, 16 and 24 to 26 may kindly
be restrained by decree of permanent injunction from
taking any steps in performing their functions as
director in respect of the defendant No. 23 company
that adversely affect the rights of the plaintiff No. 1 or
companies which have come to the plaintiff No. 1 and
his branch either directly or indirectly either
themselves or through their representatives, proxies or
assigns etc.

(1) Interim reliefs in terms of prayer clause (h} and {g) may
kindly be granted in favor of the plaintiffs.

(i) The costs of the present proceedings throughout may
kindly be directed to be given to the plaintiffs by the
defendants except defendant Nos. 7 to 9.

(k) Any other just and equitable reliefs in the interest of

justice and equity may kindly be granted.

Pune
Date 1.
2.
Advocate for the Plaintiffs Plaintiffs

Verification
I, Sanjay Chandrakant Kirloskar, Age about 61 years,
Occ: Business, residing at Plot No. 22 & 23, Survey No. 270, Pallod
Farms, Baner, Pune 411045,the plaintiff No. 1 herein, for himself

and as Chairman and director of the plaintiff No. 2 company do
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hereby state on solemn affirmation that whatever stated above is
true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and
belief and therefore 1 have verified the same on this th day

of June, 2018 at Pune.

Plaintiff No. 1
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL BENCH,

AT MUMBAI

IN THE MATTER OF COMPANIES ACT, 2013

COMPANY PETITION NO. 193 OF 2017

THE MATTER OF

Petition under Sections 241 and 242 read with Section 244 of the Companies

Act, 2013,

AND IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Industries Limited &Ors, Petitioners
Vs

Kirloskar Brothers Limited &Ors. Respondents

I, Sanjay Kirloskar, age 61 years, adult, Indian inhabitant, residing at Survey
No. 270, Plot No. 22 and 23, Pallod Farms, Opposite BPCL Petrol Pump,
Baner, Pune 411 045, being the lRespondent No.2 above named, and
Chairman and Managing Director of Respondent No.1, do hereby solemnly

affirm and state for myself and on Respondent No.1’s behalf as follows:

1. I have read a copy of the Company Petition ("Petition™). I am aware
of the facts and circumstances of the case, and [ am able to depose to
the same. 1 am also Respondent No. 1's Chairman and Managing
Director and hold 22.16% (19.97% in my individual capacity and
2.19% as a trustee) of its issued and paid up equity share capital. I

reserve atfidavit at a later stage if necessary. I

&0 4
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say that all the statements and allegations in the Petition which are
contrary to what is stated hereinafter are denied. Nothing stated in the
Petition which is not specifically denied should be taken to be admitted
herein and the same'shall be deemed to be denitd. Each of the defenses
raised and statements made, are all in the alternative and without

prejudice to each other.

The Petition is not maintainable:

| am disputing and denying the Petitioners’ entitlement to institute and
maintain this Petition or the National Company Law Tribunal’s (“the
Tribunal”) jurisdiction to entertain the same. This is broadly for the

following reasons:

2.1.1. The Petition is not maintainable under Section 244 of the
Companies Act, 2013 (“2013 Act”) as the Petitioners fail to
fulfill the minimum shareholding criteria required to maintain a
Petition under Sections 241 and 242 of the 2013 Act.
Alternatively, Petitioner No.1’s shareholding in Respondent
No.l is being misused and abused by Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3
(taking wrongful and illegal advantage of their position vis-i-
vis Petitioner No.land resorting to active misrepresentation) to
wrongfully and illegally join Petitioner No.l, and thereby
ins.titute and sustain the Petition. In an equitable and
discretionary jurisdiction, such misstatements are fatal and

necessitate dismissal of the Petition.
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The Petition does not disclose any cause of action {much less,
legally actionable) which entitles the Petitioners (more
particularly, Petitioner No.1) to complain of oppression and
mismanagement and/or to invoke the NCLT’s jurisdiction

under Sections 241 and 242 of the 2013 Act;

. The Petitioners' primary purported grievance in the present

Petition is in respect of rejection of the pre-clearance
applications. This is a dispute which arises out of or is in
connection with the Deed of Family Settlement dated ]1%
September, 2009 (“DF 8”), and is in any event a civil dispute
which does not impact the Petitioners’ right as shareholders of
Respondent No.1. The issues in relation to the interpretation of
the terms of DFS and enforcement thereof are presently a
subject matter of a pending civil suit filed before Civil Judge,
Senior Division Pune. These are civil disputes, and the
Petitioners are wrongfully seeking to agitate the same under the

guise of claim of operation and mismanagement (which 1s

denied). This is therefore a dressed up Petition. It is therefore,

Jurisdictionally impermissible for this Hon’ble Tribunal to
adjudicate upon issues pertaining to the rejection of the pre-

clearance applications.

. The Petition is barred by law more particularly the provisions

of the Securities ®hd Exchange Board of India Act, 1992, The
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matter of pending complaints before the Security Exchange

Board of India (“SEBIL").

2.1.5. The Petition is afflicted by the vices of suppression of material

facts and doecuments and falsehood.

In order to challenge the maintainability of the Petition and seek its
dismissal at the threshold, the Company and 1 have instituted
Miscellaneous Application No. 259 of 2017 (“Maintainability
Application™). A copy of the Maintainability Application (without
Exhibits) is annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit “A”. [ say that this
Reply is filed strictly without prejudice to my objection to the
Tribunal’s jurisdiction and contentions in the Maintainability
Application. I repeat and reiterate herein in extenso, the contents of the
Maintainability Application. 1 submit that considering that the issues
raisled in the Maintainability Application constitute a challenge to the
maintainability of the Petition; questions the | jurisdiction of the
Tribunal; and as such, go to the root of the matter, the Maintainability
Application is required to be heard and adjudicated upon, prior to any
consideration on the merits of the Petition including, the Petitioners’

application for interim reliefs and at the preliminary/threshold stage.

Prior to dealing with the allegations made in the Petition, I am setting

out the true, correct and material facts in the matter (some of which

have been willfully suppressed in the Petition), which disentitle the

Petitioners of any relief. The background in which the present Petition

is filed, as set out herein below, will demonstrate that the Petition is

“with.an intention of misusing
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and/or abusing the process of this Hon'ble Tribunal; and is an
instrument to harass and pressurize me to obtain leverage in relation

to various other collateral disputes and differences between the parties.

The Oral Arrangement:

The Kirloskar group is a reputed industrial group and family which is
based in Pune. The Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 my first cousin Vikram
Kirloskar; my second cousin Late Gautam Kulkami; myself: and our
respéctive nuclear families are lineal descendants of late Shri.
Laxmanrao Kashinath Kirloskar who pioneered the Kirloskar family’s
entry into the industrial map of India. Late Shri. Laxmanrao Kashinath
Kirloskar was the architect/ founder of the industrial empire which was
subsequently led by Shri. Shantanurac Laxmanréo Kirloskar along
with his brother Shri. Ravindra Kirloskar, making the name Kirloskar
and the business activities thereunder synonymous with quality,
honesty and integrity. Kirloskar family business commenced in the
year 1888. The present generation is the 4 .generation, which is
carrying on diverse businesses under the K.irloskar name. The entire
family . is- of common ancestry, though carrying on directly and

independently managed, controlled and administered body corporates.

To the extent relevant for this Petition, the Kirloskar group/family
principally comprises of my brothers i.e. Petitioner Nos.2 and 3; our
first cousin Mr. Vikram Kirloskar; our second cousin Late Gautam
Kulkarni; myself; and our respective nuclear families. A family tree

depicting the Kirloskar family and their relationship with each other is
Py

annexed hereto and marked
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comprises of several corporate entities which are inter-alia engaged in
diverse businesses such as manufacturing pumps, diesel engines,
compressors and pig iron. A list of these corporate entities are set out

at Exhibit “C”.

In his lifetime, late Shantanu Rao L. Kirloskar (“SLK™) i.e. my
grandtather was a stalwart in the Indian Industry and was rightly
considered to be a guiding force behind the success of the Kirloskar
Group. Owing to this, from 1937 till about 1994, late SLK was at the
helm and in control of the affairs of all of the Kirloskar group
companies. Under the aegis of SLK, various Kirloskar Group
Companies were operated and promoted with the intention and
tradition of ensuring that the businesses carried on by the companies
were controlled and managed within the Kirloskar family and were
also demarcated between the different branches of the Kirloskar

family.

It is in this light that, in or about 1985, the management and contro! of
Kirloskar Group Companies was compartmentalized and _divided
amongst various branches of the Kirloskar family. To bring into effect
the compartmentalization of the management and control of the
Kirloskar Group Companies, the lines of businesses which the
companies were carrying on, such that distinct businesses were
allocated to particular branch/ branches of the family; the Petitioner
Nos. 2 and 3, Respondent no. 2 were each promoted from positions of

senior executives to managing directors of different companies of the

- oot s
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arrangement / understanding (“the said understanding™) was arrived

at between the late SLK, my father late Chandrakant Shantanurao

Kirloskar (“CSK*) and other members of the Kirloskar family

including Petitioner no.2, 3 and myself.; the salient features of which

are as follows:

4.4.1

4.4.2

The management and contro! of the Kirloskar group
companies was compartmentalized and divided between
vartous branches of the Kirloskar group. Therefore, the
management and control of Kirloskar Brothers Limited was
given to me. I cfave leave to rely upon documents in relation
to the various Kirloskar group companies and the branches of
the Kirloskar family who enjoyed their respective

management and control as and when produced.

Pursuant 1o this, the management and control of the various

Kirloskar group companies were specified to be within the

control and management of a particular branch of the

Kirloskar’family. and were to remain at all material times
remain within the control and management of that particular
group. Though there would be cross shareholdings that would
be held between the members of the different family branches
groups in inter-se body corporates, such shareholding was to
be held and rights thereon were to be exercised for the benefit
and as per the will of the branch in control and management

of such body corporate. . -
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Broadly, the division was based on the distinct businesses
which the companies were carrying on. The management and
control of the Respondent No.1 Company, which was carrying

on the business of pumps came to my share.

The businesses of the Kirloskar group companies were to be
complementary and not competitive inter se i.e. with each
other/ members of the Kirloskar group companies, in the

greater interest of the Kirloskar group.

The said understanding was acted upon. This is apparent from the

following circumstances:

4.5.1

Since 1985, I have consistently served and have been
appointed as the Managing Director of the Respondent No. 1
i.e. Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”). In 1998, I was
appointed as Chairman of KBL. As such, I have always
retained the most significant position vis-a-vis executive
control of KBL. A chart depicting the composition of the
board of KBL (post 1985) is annexed hereto and marked as
Exhibit “D”. Similarly, Petitioner Nos. 2 and Petitioner No.3
were puf in charge of the erstwhile Kirloskar Oil Engines
Limited and Kirloskar Pneumatic Company Limited,
respectively. [t is pertinent to note that, whilst Petitioner No.2
has, for several years, served as a director on KBL’s board,
both Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 have consistently supported my

views and decisions_which [ wanted KBL’s board to take,
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from time to time. Till 2014, there has been no resolution

proposed by me at the board level which they have opposed.

Similarly, since that time, the control of KBL has been with

me pursuant to the said understanding arrived at in or about

‘the year 1985. The Petitioners as well ag other members of

their families and companies within their contrel have
consistently appointed me as their proxy for the purpose of
voting at the Company’s general body meetings. This
circumstance by itself demonstrates the performance of the
said understanding and the level of trust which the Petitioners
reposed in rﬁe. Owing to such trust and adherence to the said
understanding, it is pertinent to note that the Petitioners have

at all material times, permitted me to decide how to exercise

~their voting right and in any event, have always given

mstructions on the voting which were not opposed to my
management and control of the Company and/or deciéions in
relation to the Company’s affairs which I wanted to take.
Similarly, I too supported the Petitioners the other branches of
family in running fheir Kirloskar group companies wherever |
was on the board of that particular Company. A chart
depicting the meetings of the Company at which 1 was
appointed by the Petitioners as their proxy is annexed hereto
and marked as Exhibit “E>. Copies of specimen proxy forms

executed by the Petitioners in my favor, from time to time are
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In light of my continuing as the Company’s fnanaging
director; the mechanism of appointing me as a proxy; and even
otherwise, Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 and their respective
family’s and companies adhering to the said understanding,

effectively, I was in management, administration and control

of KBL.

4.6  Apart from the above facts and circumstances, the existence of the said

understanding is also borme out from the following documents:

4.6.1

The last will and testament of the late SLK dated 29"
Septémber 1989 more particularly Clause 18(c) at internal
page no. 12 thereof, which plainly indicates the pre-existence
of the said understanding and that late SLK was strongly in
support thereof as he understood that it was an important
means of maintaining peace and harmony in the Kirloskar
family. Late SLK’s Will reiterates the said understanding that
the control of each individual Kirloskar Group Company shall
remain witain the branch managing the company. Under the
said Will, the shares of the Kirloskar Group cofnpanies owned
by late SLX were to be distributed between myself and the
Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 in such a manner that the control of an
individual company remained within the branch managing
that company. Further, the Will echoed the understanding that
his shares of the Kirloskar Group companies were to be
retained/distributed with the object of retaining the shares and

control of the gr
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the last will and testament of late SLK dated 29" September
1989 (“the 1989 Will”"} forms part of the Exhibit H defined
herein below. The 1989 Will hasg been accepted and relied
upon by all concerned within the Kirloskar Group including

the Petitioners herein.

4.6.2 A reading of the DFS makes it plain that the DFS was only a
continuation of the pre-existing family understanding and that,
late. SLK was one of the main reasons why the said
understanding was subsisting and abided by. A copy of the

DFS is forms part of the Exhibit H defined herein below.

DES and its performance:

In and around 2009, it was’decided by the Kirloskar family members
to formalize this demarcation and compartmentalization to avoid any
complications that could result in differences/ dislputes that could arige
between family members. The Kirloskar family members apprehended
that differences of opinion may arise between family members on
account of various reasons including clash of attitudes and behavior
etc. In order 10 avoid the adverse effect of such family differences on
the Kirloskar Group of Companies which could in tum adversely
affect the valuable ‘Kirloskar’ brand built on the efforts of four
generations of the Kirloskar family, it was desired to formalize the
separation and compartmentalization: of the management and contro}
of the Kirloskar Grdup of Companies giving each family member, the

independence in ranning companies coming under its respective
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control and which had till then been followed and implemented on the

basis of the said understanding.

Accordingly, on 11" September 2009, the DFS came to be executed
by and between Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3, Vikram Kirloskar, Late
Gautam Kulkamni and myseif; representing their respective family
members on terms and conditions mentioned therein. All the members
of the branches of the Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3, Vikram Kirloskar, Late
Gautam Kulkarni and myself gave their respective consents to accept
the terms thereof and letters to that effect came to be executed by them

which form part of Annexures to the said DFS.

As per the DFS, for the purpose of smooth functioning of the
businesses and to preserve peace, harmony, goodwill and prestige and
to avoid unpleasant incidents such as litigations, etc., the ownership,
control and management of the Kirloskar Group Companies was
divided amongst the Kirloskar family members. The DFS is in force,
has been implemented and is valid, subsisting and binding upon the
Petitioners and the other parties thereto, including me. The DFS is a
continuation of the pre-existing oral arrangement; the formation
thereof; sought to ensure that the management and control of the
Kirloskar group companies would be held ir accordance therewith. It
is in this backdrop, that the terms of the DFS, are liable to be

interpreted and enforced.

The DFS is in force, has been implemented, has been taken advantage

of and is valid, subsisting and binding upon the Petitioner Nos. 2 and

3 and other Kirloska panies. It 15 submitted that the DFS
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reflects the spirit, intent and the said understanding, tradition on the
bésis of which the Kirloskar Group is required to function and it binds
the members of the family as well as the entities which are controlled
and/or managed by the members of the Kirloskar family to ensure its

highest adherence and implementation.

The DFS states: (i) the DES broadly separated and compartmentalized
the ownership, management and control of different Kirloskar group
entities and distributed the same; (ii) the Kirloskar family companies
are broadly separated and compartmentalized into three groups viz. the
first  group comprising of two companies namely Quadrant
Communications Ltd. and Kirloskar Systems Ltd. which went to
Vikram Kirloskar, the second group, comprising of six companies
namely Kirloskar Brothers Ltd.; Kirloskar Corrocoat Ltd;
Quadromatic Engineering Pvt. Ltd.; Pressmatic Electro Stamping Pvt.
Ltd.; Hematic Motors Pvt. Ltd. and Kirloskar Ebara Pumps Ltd. which

came to me, and the third group, comprising of seven companies

namely Kirloskar Oil Engines Ltd.; Kirloskar Pneumatic Co. Ltd.,

Kirloskar Ferrous Industries Ltd., G.G. Dandekar Machine Works
Lid., Kirloskar Integrated Technologies Ltd., Kirloskar Consultants
Ltd. and Kirloskar Chillers Ltd ("KCPL”) which went Jointly to
Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 and Late Gautam Kulkarni; (iii) as per the
terms, intent and purport of the DFS, the Parties to the DFS (and
entities under their control) are under an obligation not to enter into
any business which is directly in competition with the business of any

other party to the DFS (g under his/their control).




5.6
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The separation and compartmentalization was done broadly on the
basis of the nature of the business run by the respective comparnies,
These businesses had been run by the respective members of the
Kirloskar family for the past several years prior to the execution of
DFS (in accordance with the said understanding) and accordingly,
were allotted to such members, pursuant to the DFS. As stated above,
since 1983, I have been the Vice President of KBL and was appointed
as Managing Director of KBL (its highest executive position) in the
year 1985. In 1998, I was appointed as Chairman of KBL. I say that,
by 2009, I had put in almost 26 years towards building the business of
KBL, as I was and am the force behind building and shaping business
of KBL since 1985. Therefore, companies carrying on the business of
pumps (and allied thereto) came to my share. Vikram was allotted
companies connected with the automotive business. Petitioner Nos.2
and 3 and Late Gautam Kulkarni were jointly allotted companies inter
alia running business of diesel engines, compressors and pig iron. This
position is clear from a chart (which is prepared on the basis of the
DFS) containing allocation of .shares of Kirloskar group companies
amongst the signatories to the DFS, which is annexed hereto and

marked as Exhibit “G”.

The plain intention of the DFS was and is that KBL was to come within
my share and hence, my family and I were to acquire a majority of its
shareholding stake. My family and I were o increase our shareholding
in KBL by purchasing additional KBL shares from its holding

company i.e. Better Value Holdings Ltd. This was in fact achieved by
. /’/ M7 :’ﬁ\
me and my family b}’/ﬁ%@"‘fg@f‘%ﬁgﬁ'&_ arket purchases of KBL shares
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from Better Value Holdings Ltd. A chart depicting the total shares

purchased in this manner is set oyt below:

Name of the Purchaser No. of shares in KBL Value in INRW

Mr. Sanjay C. Kirloskar | 3,73 42,683 18,29.79,171 |

|

The intention of the parties to the DFS clearly was that the
management, ownership_and control of KBL was to completely come
to my share. Thé other parties to the DFS were aIlotted other
companies as stated above. However, at the time of the DFS, KBL had
higher profitability and market capitalization, as compared to the other
then existent Kirloskar group companies which were the subject matter
to the provisions of the DFS, Only for this reason and in an attempt to
equalize the worth of all the three groups, Petitioner Nos. 2, 3 and Late
Gautam Kulkarni were each permitted and allotted, from Better Value
Holdings Ltd., as off market transactions, 52,88,218 shares of KBL
and were. permitted to hold these shares of KBL. This is also

demonstrated by a chart which is set out hereinbelow:

Name of the Transferee . No. of shares in Book Value in INR |

KBL :

. {

[

Mr. Awl C. Kirloskar 52,88,218 2,59,12,268/-

Mr. Rahul C. Kirloskar 52,88218 2,59,12,268/- |
Late Mr. Gautam A, 52,88,218 2,59,12 268/-

Kulkarni
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As Suc.h, the said 52,88,218 shares were purchased by Petitioner Nos.
2, 3 and Late Gautam Kulkarni only to ensure raonetary parity under
the settlement; this shareholding was not to be utilized in a manner
which would disturb or challenge my control, management ancd
ownership rights i and over KBL; and as such, the Petitioners’
holding in Respondent No.l was and is impinged with fiduciary,
contractual and legal obligations of the Petitioners to be exercised in
my favor and not to be transacted with so as to in any manner (directly
or indirectly) displace any ownership, control and management of
KBL. Necessarily, the Pgtitioners were required and are legally
obliged to hold the sharcholding in KBL consistent and are liable to
exercise rights thereon in accordance with my ownership, ménagement
and control of KBL in term of the DFS. Hence, the Petitioners were
and are under a continuing obligation in terms ¢f the terms, letter and
spirit of. the DFS, to offer me the shares of KBL held by them before
selling or transacting with or in favor of any cther person/s. This is
apparent from and/or implied in the DFS (which all accept) and is
necessarily required to be implied to ensure that the DFS is adhered to
and implemented within accordance with its true letter, spirit and

construction.

The aforesaid agreement and understanding is also clear from the

conduct of the parties between the years 2009 till the end of 2014 i.e.

‘when the disputes arose. Throughout this period, Petitioner Nos. 2, 3

and Late Gautam Kulkarni have voted on their shares in my favor. In

fact, as was done during the period of the said understanding, for the

period 2009 1o 201472v&rPREHEIIRS, Petitioners Nos. 2, 3 and Late
Q\ ) " 15\\\.4:.\
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Gautam Kulkamni have signed proxy forms enabling me to vote on
shares held by them in KBL. Petitioner No.l has passed a board
resolution dated 22" October, 2010 authorizing certain employees
and/or key managerial personnel of the Petitioner No. 1 to attend and
vote on behalf of the Petitioner No. 1 at all general meetings of other
body corpérates wherein the Petitioner No. | had investments or in
which the Cornpany may invest in the future, Further, such employees
and/or key managerial personnel of the Petitioner No. 1 that were
authorized to attend and vote on behalf of Petitioner No. | at general
meetings of KBL would provide me with the authority to vote at the
general meetings of KBL by executing proxy forms in my favor. A
copy of specimen proxy forms signed by a duly authorized
representative of Petitioner No.1 dated 15" July 2011 and {0 July
2012 in my favor and the board resolution dated 22" October 2010 are

part of other exhibits to thig Reply.

Pursuant to the DFS, I took the necessary actions which I was required
to take in order to fulfill my obligations thereunder. | was, as ‘per the
DFS, supposed to pay to Vikram Kirloskar, a sum of Rs.80.50 crores.
I did this after the Scheme of restructuring / demerger of KBL and
Kirloskar Brothers Investment Ltd. (“KBIL”) which had taken place
on 20™ August 2009. As a part of the said understanding, I agreed that
neither I nor my nominees will be entitled to the shares of KBIL. This
entailed me and my wife Pratima Kirloskar gifting away our entire
shareholding / stake in KBIL in favor of Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3. The
control of Kirloskar Pneumatic Company Ltd (“KPC”) has been with

Petitioner No. 2 pursuant to the said understanding arrived at in or
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about the year 1985. Due to some tough business calls, I was appointed
as the chairman of KPC from 2002‘t0 2010. In my sincere adherence
to the DFA and to maintain the said understanding, I stepped down
from the post of chairman in KPC in favour of Petitioner No. 2. All
these actions demonstrate my sincerity in adhering to the DFS in its

letter and spirit and its performance thereof.

I have complied with all the obligations under the terms of the said
DFS. In addition to payment of sum of Rs. 80.50 crores to Vikram
Kirloskar, I have gifted shares of Kirloskar Brothers Investments
Limited worth hundreds of crores in favor of Petitioner Nos. 2,3 and
late Gautam Kulkarni, effectively handing over the control of the
Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited and Kirloskar Pneumatic Limited to
them. Accordingly, the DES was given effect to by myself and the
Petitioner Nos. 2, 3, Vikram Kirloskar and late Gautam Kulkarni along

with their respective branches took full benefit under the said DES.

Just as I had undertaken the actions set out hereinabove, the Petitioners
v%zere also expected and are required / legally obliged to reciprocate,
As per the DFS, KBL was to entirely come to my control, ownership
and management. As such, the Petitioners were required to hold the
KBL shares and support me for running the business of KBL. The
Petitioners were and are under an obligation {continuing) under the
DFS to divest themselves of their shareholding in KBL in my and/or
my family’s favor, as and when they desired to sell or divest
themselves of their shares. In other words, this was in order that the

Kirloskar family’s shareholding is not divested in favor of outsiders

s ol
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and [ retain control and management over KBL. Hence, the Petitioners
were and are under a continuing obligation in terms of the letter and
spirit of the DFS, to offer me to transfer the KBL shares held by them.
This 1s necessarily so, to ensure that control and management of KBI,
remains with me in terms of the DF S. Any other interpretation would
constitute a repudiation and breach of the DFS and the obligations cas?

thereunder.

5.14  On 6™ October 2010, Petitioner Nos, 2 and 3 along with Late Gautam
Kulkarni sold 1,07,18,400 shares of KBL to Petitioner No.l
constituting about 13.5% of KBL'’s equity share capital. The
transaction of 6™ October 2010 was done behind my back and without
my knowledge since, at the relevant time, I was not in Pune. The
transaction of 6™ October 2010 constituted a breach of the terms of
DES and the letter and spirit thereof; however, upon my objection to
the said transaction, Late Gautam Kulkarni orally conveyed to me that
the transfer was necessary for consolidation of the holding of
Petitioner Nos. 2, 3 and Late Gautam Kuilkami in KBL and assured me
that the transfer was only to Petitioner No.1 (which as per the DFS was
an e'nti'ty' within their control). Petitioner Nos. 2, 3 and Late Gautam
Kulkarni assured me that I could (if need be) enforce the DFS even
against Petitioner No.l and they would ensure that Petitioner No. ]
(being under their management and control) complied with the
provisions of the DFS. Hence, I did not make much of an issue out of
this, only because my relationship with Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 had

improved after the DFS; I trusted them and had reposed confidence in

ALK
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representations, Petitioner No.1 continued to hold and exercise rights
in respect of the KBL shares consistent with the DFS and my control

of KBL thereunder.

5.15  Consistent with my entitlements under the DFS and for enforcement
thereof, I and KBL have institﬁted a Special Civil Suit No.798 of 2018
(“the DFS suit”) before the Civil judge, Senior Division, Pune and a
copy of the DFS suit along with exhibits thereto is annexed hereto and
marked as Exhibit “H”. ] reiterate the contents thereof and submit that
in view of the institution thereof, the Petition is not maintainable and

ought not be entertained.

6. The Petitioners are wrongdoers and minority shareholders of KBL,

who are opposed to the financial and proprietary interest of KBL:

6.1.  The institution of ‘the present petition, is a part of the larger wrongful
scheme and agenda of the Petitioners and allied opposed groups of the
Kirloskar family, who seek to undermine myself and companies within
my group, including, KBL.. This is evident, from the fact that Petitioner
Nos. 2 and 3 and other membérs of the Kirloskar family, have in fact,
abused and misused their majority position in various other entities/
body corporate so as to marginalize rﬁyself and have acted against the
interest of KBL and myself (“these Respondents”). This is, in breach
and violation of their obligations under the DFS. This is evident, from
the facts narrated which has led to institution of diverse proceedings

by KBL and/ or myself, to seek redressal of our rights.

Kirloskar Institute of Advance Management Studies (“KIAMS") is a

soctety which runs educational institutions. The DFS provides that

HACK,
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KIAMS is to be jointly managed -a.nd run by all branches of the
Kilrlosk.ar family. However, in breach and violation of the terms of the
DFS and/ or the rights of these Respondents, Petitioner No. 2 has been
conducting the affairs of KIAMS in a manner that only sub serve his
personal interest and is opposed to the interests of the Respondents.
This has led to KBL instituting three civil suits in Pune and Harihar
Courts, being Civil Suit no. 251 of 2017, Civil Suit no. 175 of 2017
and Civil Suit no.124 of 2017, (collectively referred to as “KTAMS
suits”) Copies of KIAMS suits are annexed hereto and marked ag

Exhibits “I” “J” and “K?”. These suits are presently pending and the

contents thereof, are repeated and reiterated herein. These
Respondents are relying upon the same to demonstrate that the present
Petitioners are acting mala fide and are opposed to the interests of
KBL. ‘As such, the present Petition alleging oppression and
mismanagement can never lie at the instance of and/ or be maintained

by such Petitioners,

6.3. Inaddition thereto, Petiﬁoner Nos. 2 and 3 have also violated my rights
and entitlements under the DFS and have injured KBL’s proprietary
interest by using the Kirloskar mark/s to and in relation to a competing
business being carried out by Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 throuéh their
entity Kiﬂoskar Oil Engines Ltd (“KOEL™). Further KOEL has
acquired controrlling shareholding in La-Gajjar Machineries Pvt. Ltd.
(“LGM™). LGM is engaged in the business of manufacturing and
selling submersible and monoblock pumps and pump-sets, being a
business that directly competes with the primary business undertaken

by KBL. As a part of the DFS, it has been agreed upon that the

ACK
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different branches of Kirloskar family would not indulge in business

activities which are competing in character.

After discovering the above wrongdoings, by a letter dated 13%
Jénuary 2015 addressed to Petitioner Nos. 2, 3 and Late Gautam
Kulkarni, I recorded the aforesaid breaches of the DFS on their part as
well as their consequent wrongdoings through KOEL which harmed
KBL’s interests. A copy of the letter dated 13®January 2015 is

annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit “L”. In addition to the séid

-letter, I have on various other occasions addressed letters to Petitioner

Nos. 2, 3 and Late Gautam Kulkarni, amongst other parties to the DES,
pointing out various breaches of the DFS committed by them. The
correspondence exchanged between parties (being letters dated 1%
December, 2016 and 17 March 2017 By me and letters dated 7%, §t
and 21% October 2016 and 24™ January 2017 by Petitioner Nos. 2 and
3 and by Late Mr. Gautam Kulkarni) in this regard is annexed at

Exhibit “M (colly)”.

In furtherance of the joint entitlement to the Kirloskar mark/s, the same
are held by Kirloskar Proprietary Limited (“KPL”). Consistent with
the joint entitlemént that all branches of the Kirloskar family have vis-
a-vis the Kirloskar trademark/s Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3; Vikram
Kirloskar; Late Gautam Kulkarni; and myself were at all material
times directors and equal shareholders in KPL. This because, there was
to be equality in ownership and control of the intellectual property of

Kirloskar group, so that all branches would be assured equal

- entitlement thereto.
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6.6.  There has however, been a violation of Respondent Nos. 1 and my
rights qua the Kirloskar trademark/s property. This has been done by
the Petitioners in a twofold manner, (i) using their brute majority (with
the support from Vikram Kirloskar and late Gautam Kulkarni) in KPL,
Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 have wrongfully regained KPL to permit
KOEL the right to use the trademark Kirlosl{af for a competing
business of manufacturing .and selling electric monoblock and
submersible pumps; the use of Kirloskar mark for carrying out
competing business constitutes breach of DFS, (ii) If this' was not
enough, Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 have engineered my wrongful and
illegal ouster as a director of KPL. These wrongful and illegal actions

are thé subject métter of the DFS Suit

6.7. By way of my letters dated inter alia 1 October 2013, 28MSeptember
2016, January 13, 2017, 2~ May 2017, 5%June 2017and 11%and
13®August 2017, L asserted and placed before KPL’s board (including
Petitioner Nos.2 and 3), KOEL’s breach of the Permitied User
Agreement and further, the utter disregard on the part of certain
individuals in control of KOEL viz, Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3rand Late
Gautamn Kulkamni, towards the assets of KPL. However, by that time,
Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 and Late Gautam Kulkami were already having
acrimony towards me; and were only interested in serving their own
self-interest; and were showing complete disregard to:(a) the terms of
the DFS; (b)compliance by companies within their control (i.e. KOEL)
of contractual arrangements i.c. Permitted User Agreement: and (c)

J— their fiduciary obligations and duties towards KPL. Copies of letters
/% OF %
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2017, 2™ May 2017, 5% June 2017and 11™and 13" August 2017 are

hereto annexed and marked as Exhibit “N (coll'vy”,

6.8.  Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 byl abusing their majority on the Board of KPL,
have purportedly secured a right to use the trademark ‘Kirloskar’ and
‘Kirloskar Enriching Lives’ in favor of certain other entities under
their control viz.(i) Kirloskar Soutﬁ East Asia Comﬁany Limited, an
entity under the control of Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 (at the 260" Board
Meeting of KPL held on 19% April, 2017); and (i) Kirloskar Solar
Technologies Pvt. Ltd., an entity under the contrql of Petitioner Nos.
2 and 3 (at the 266" Board Meeting of KPL held on June 05, 2017). 1
have on several occasions and in particular in Board meetings of KPL
held on 28" July 2016, 27" August 2016, 13% January 2017, 3% May
2017, 5" June 2017 and 22" September, 2017 raised objections with
respect to KOEL’s breach of the Permitted User Agreement and called
upon KPL’S Board to initiate action against KOEL in order to fulfil its
fiduciary duty of safeguarding the assets of KPL (1.e. the trademark
‘Kirloskar; and other associated trademarks). I have also raised an
objection against grant of permission in favor of Kirloskar Solar
Technologies Pvt. Ltd. and Kirloskar South East Asia Company
Limited to use the tradema-rks ‘Kirloskar’, ‘Kirloskar Enriching
Lives’, ‘Kirloskar Solar’, and other associated trademarks (as the case
may be) as a trademark and in 'its corporaté name. Copies of the
Minutes of the Board meeting of KPL held on 28% July 2016, 27t

August 2016, 13% January 2017, 3 May 2017 and 5% June 2017, and

22" September, 2017 are annexed hereto and marked Exhibits “O

Despite Petitioner Nos.2 and 3’s wrongdoings and
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illegalities, I have held myself back and displayed patience -and
tolerance in light of the provisions of the DFS and with the aim .of ,
ensuring that the Kirloskar family presents a united face to the outside
world and the industrial community. However, it appears that
Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 are relentless in their wrong doings, illegalities
and attempts to profiteer in breach of the DFS and my rights thereunder
in KBL. I say that Respondent No. 1 has issued appropriate
instructions to its lawyer to initiate appropriate steps in respect of
notice of termination dated 2 April 2018 and all other matters relating
to the trademark. The Respondents crave leave to refer to and rely
upen pleadings in the suit in relation to trademark as and when

produced before this Hon’ble Tribunal.

6.9.  From the aforesaid and the contents of the DFS suit and KIAMS Suit,
it is apparent that Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 and body corporates within

théir control have been consistently and continuously acting in a
manner which is adverse, hostile and opposed to the interest of myself

and KBL. It is therefore, submitted that the present Petitioners are not

bona fide minority shareholders of KBL. They are acting in 2 mala fide
manner with a view to undermine the interests of both myself and KBL

and to disrupt KBL and my management and control thereof. As such,

the present Petition is ill motivated and undeserving of any reliefs. The

same therefore, deserves to be dismissed. In this context, both myself

and KBL repeat, reiterate and confirm the contents of DFS suit and
KIAMS suit and pray that the contents thereof be treated as a part and

o ""'?Mcl of this affidavit. These Respondents shall rely upon the same,
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with a view to oppose to maintainability of the present Petition and

entitlement to any reliefs thereon.

As set out in the fep'ly, the allegations contained in;the Petition have
either been falsely made or situations have been created or engineered
to give the false impression of a disﬁute which discloses an infraction
of shareholders” rights. No such dispute exists. There is no merit in the
allegations made. The entire Petition is solely instituted with oblique
motives and is being used as a tool to settle other and collateral Scores

which the Petitioners have against me and my family,

The present Petition is therefore, nothing but a counterblast and a
wrongtul device adopted in view, of these other disputes and is not
instituted to redress a violation of purported shareholders’ rights
(which the Petition does not disclose) but is only instituted wifh the
sole and oblique motive of settling their other scores with the
Respondent no.2 and applying pressure at a time when the family is

even otherwise litigating,

Wrongful pre-clearance applications qua KBL'’s shares:

In February 2016, as a pressure tactic, by an! application dated 3"
February 2016, Petitioner No.2, in his capacity as a deemed connected
person under the SEBI (Prohibition of Insider Trading Regulations),
2015 (2615 PIT Regulations”) applied fo1 a pre-clearance for
trading in the shares of KBL from KBL’ compliance officer
purportedly to acquire 39,70,000 shares of KBL, constituting approx.

5% of the paid up share capital of KBL. Since a transaction to acquire




_J‘?\\ for purporting to acquire such a high holding in KBL.,
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my c-on‘tlroil, such an acquisition would be in breach of the DFS. By a
letter dated 4 February 2016, the compliance officer of KBL rejected
the pre-clearance application dated 3t February 2016 filed by
Petitioner No. 2. Thereafter, without prejudice negotiations ensued
between Late Gautam Kulkamnj (on Petitioner No.2’s behalf) and
myself at which time, I asserted that the pre-clearance application was
a breach of the DFS and thar Petitioner No.2 must therefore, withdraw
the same. Petitioner No.2 having accepted the position that it was
impermissible for him to acquire additional shares in KBL, by his

email dated 5@ February 2016, unconditionally withdrew his

-application for pre-clearance. Copies of the application for pre-

clearance dated 3¢ February 2016, rejection of the pre-clearance
applicati&»n dated 4" February 2016, letter dated 4™ February 2016 sent
by the Petitioner No. 2 addressed to the Company Secretary, email
dated 5™ February 2016 unconditionally withdrawing the pre-
clearance application dated 3™ February 2016 and the letter dated 4t
February 2016 and letter dated 5% February 2016 by the Company

Secretary, are annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit “P ( colly)”. The

Petitioners have willfully suppressed these facts and documents in the
Petition. In fact, this application and withdrawal was and is not only
per-se wrongful, illegal and malafide, but the same also exposes the
lack of bonafides of the subsequent applications. All of this ig only to
engineer and is directed towards a wrongful displacement of my
mmanagement and control of KBL. In light of the past disputes, there

can be no other reason and/or justification available to Petitioner No.2
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Clearly, the pre-clearance application dated 3" February 2016 for
acquisition of 39,70,000 shares made by Petitioner no.2 was not a bona
fide application. In any event, Petitioner No.2 had submitted an
incomplete application which was not in conformity with the form
prescribed under Code of Conduct adopted by KBL pursuant to the
2015 PIT Regulations, The Petitioner was well aware that the said
application will be rejected by KBL. I say Petitioner No.2 did not have
bona fide intention of acquiring the shares of KBL, and the said
application was made merely to put pressure on me ; to threaten me by
an attempt to dilute my control over KBL: and thereby prejudicing my
rights and entitlements under the DFS. Petitioner No.2’s application
was in complete breach and violation of the terms of the DFS (express

and implied).

What the aforesaid circumstance demonstrates is that, Petitioner No.2
1s aware and has always been aware that his acquiring additional shares
in KBL is contrary to thé DFS and is on this basis alone,
impermissible. His earlier application of 3% February 2016 was not a
bona fide or genuine application and was only made in order to apply
pressure on me. I say that this material fact has been suppressed by the
Petitioners. This is because, the earlier attempt on Petitioner No. 2’s
part clearly exposes the malafides and the wrongful and oblique
purpose / itent to breach the DFS afflicting the subsequent
applications‘ made purportedly to purchase and sell small quantities of

KBL shares.
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The subsequent 3 applications which form the subject matter of the
Petition have also been made with the same ulterior, malafide and
wrongful motives and purposés by Petitioner No 2 and by way of an
entity under the control of Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3, namely KCPL; and
are an attempt to test the waters and make ground work before opening
further hostilities. None of the Petitioners are interested in the well-
being of KBL (whiéh is apparent from his past conduct .which
demonstrates that Petitioner No. 2 has caused KOEL to compete with

KBL, even at the time when he was a director on the Board of KBL)

and is not concerned with either reducing or increasing his stake in

KBL. This is apparent from the fact that on 7 September 2016,
Petitioner No. 2 applied for an acquisition of 5000 shares of KBL
whereas thereafteri.e. on 21 November 2016, Petitioner No. 2 applied

for a pre-clearance to sell the equal number of shares,

The timing of these pre-clearance applications also demonstrates the
oblique motives, allegations and malafides underlying the same. The
events and other disputes which have arisen which have led to the
making of these three pre-clearance applications and the ultimate
institution of the Petition is set out herein. These events and the overall
disputes that are oﬁgoing between the Petitioners and me demonstrate
that the purported issue being made on the basis of the rejection of the
pre-clearance applications is a wrongful, bogus, orchestrated and
engineered dispute solely precipitated for the purpose of applying

wrongful pressure on me, to succumb to the Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3°s

demand in ygiat “Hg other disputes between the parties: and this
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is nothing but an oppressive and hostile minority (the Petitioners) who

are acting against KBL and its management.

In any event and without prejudice, it is submitted that there is 11;) right
to trade in shares and/or speculate therein. The Petitioners’ pre-
cl.earance applications are either in breach of the DFS and/or constitute
a purported attempt to trade / speculate in shares. Either way, the
rejection of the pre-clearance application is rightful and does not
violate shareholders’ rights. The same does not give rise to a cause of

action of oppression and mismanagement in the Petitioners’ favor.

In addition to the above, I say that the Petitioners have engineered the
wrongful pre-clearance applicé.tions for collateral purposes to
pressurize me and constitutes an abuse of the process of this tribunal.
This demonstrates that the present attempt to interfere with and/or
disturb the management of Respondent No. 1 and its affairs is part of

the larger scheme of the Petitioners to violate the Respondents’ rights.

Petitioners’ breaches of the DFS subsequent to the filing of the

Petition:

Exercise of voting rights against my re-appointment as a director of

the Company:

At the annual general meeting of KBL held on 27% July 2017, the

Petltloners have voted against my re-appointment as a director of the

Company. This is apparent from the Scrutinizer’s report dated 5
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say that this action on the part of the Petitioners constitutes a breach
of the DFS; demonstrative of the hostile intent that Petitioner Nos.2
and 3 possess against me; and that the Petitioners are nothing but &
dismptive and prejudiciel minority in KBL, who are out to impair its

business and affairs.

In order to resolve our disputes and differences in an amicable manrner,
till about May 2016, Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 had been engaged in
settlement talks with me. We have been attempting to resolve our
disputes and differences in relation to the various issues which have
arisen. Unfortuﬁately, we have been unable to do 80, on account of
various other disputes and liti gation pending between the parties. Ii is
only at such juncture that the Petitioners have instituted the present
Petition. It is therefore, apparent that the applications for pre-ciearance
were made with a wrongful and oblique purpose; were in any event
contrary to the DFS and applicable law; and as such, rightfully
rejected. These applications, have been made the basis of the Petition
(which is in itself a tool to apply wrongful pressure on me to succumb
to wrongful demande which are being made during settlement talks
and negotiations), which do not give rise to any claim for oppression
and mismanagement. In and around June 2017, another attempt to
resolve the aforementioned issues was made and the issues were
collectively referred to Dr. Vijay Kelkar, a very respectable social
leader and former bureaucrat for mediation. Dr. Kelkar was seized of

the aforesaid disputes, However, he has recently withdrawn from the

. T .
mediation and th%ﬁﬁ&ha:g
\‘_\ T

-, {.«“ o “ ™~

gs‘/.“ R d\-f‘;

ordingly failed.




14,

11.

12.

12.1

521

For all of these facts (which have been suppressed) and for this reason
alone, I respectfully submit that the Petition is an abuse of the process
of this tribunal and is on this ground alone, liable to be dismissed, with

costs.
I am now dealing with the broad allegations made in the Petition.

Allegation that the rejection of Petitioner No.2’s pre-clearance

applications for acquisition or sale of KBL’s shares is an act of

oppression and mismanagement. This allegation is disputed and

denied. This is for the.followirig reasons:

As per the letter and spirit of the DFS, the ownership, control and
management of KBL is to remain with me and my nuclear family /
branch of the Kirloskar family. The purpose and intention of the DF-S
is that infer alia no other party to the DFS and entities under their
control (save and except me and my family) can or are permitted to
acquire further shares of Respondent No. 1 béyond the shares allotted
to them pursuant to the DFS (as recorded in schedule 2 thereto).
Similarly, and to achieve the same purpose, in the event any other party
to the DF'S or entities under their control wish to dispose of / sell shares
held by them in Respondent No.l, the same are required to be first
offered to me in order to enSure that the ownership, control and
management of Respondent No.1 remains with me; and Petitioners are
in any event not allowed to sell or transfer KBL shares to third parties.
This is necessarily the manner in which the DFS is structured and

constructed, since, any other construction / interpretation shall make
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12.2  Therefore, citing the increase in my stake / shareholding in KBL in the
year 2016 does not give any ground to the Petitioners’ to allege either
unequal or unfair treatment. This is because, the DFS (since, KBL is
under my ownership, control and management) would permit me and
my nuclear family to increase our shareholding in KBL. However, the
same would preclude the Petitioner from acquiring / or transferring to
outsiders their KBL shares as it necessarily has the effect of disturbing
the ;)wnc.ezrship, control or management of KBL by my branch of the
Kirloskar family. As such, my acquisition of further shares in KBL, is
therefore, compliant with and as contemplated by the DFS. It is a
circumstance which is irrelevant aﬁd does not demonstrate any
oppression on my part. I crave leave to refer‘ to and/or rely upon the

DFS for its true and correct interpretation.

12.3 By my email dated 22“:'j November 2016 addressed to Petitioner No.2,
I offered to purchase 5000 shares of KBL proposed to be sold by
Petitioner No.2 at prevailing market value. I say that Petitioner No.2
did not accept my offef to purchase 5000 shares of KBL at prevailing
market value despite the fact that in the application for pre-clearance
dated 21% Novémber 2016 for the proposed sale of 5000 shares of
KBL, Petitioner No.2 had proposed to sell the said shares at rﬁarket
price. Therefore, no monetary loss or injury would have been caused
to Petitioner No.2 if he had accepted my offer to purchase the said
shares. This also precludes Petitioner No.2 from contending that the

pre-clearance applications cannot be rejected on the basis of the DFS.

« hd b:fo¢ Therefore, there is no oppression, as alleged or at all. The rights of
, 2\

¥ 1e:?;itioner No.2 as shareholder of KBL is subject to the equitable
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considerations arising out of the rights and obligation embodied in the

DES,

As stated above, by Petitioner No.2’s conduct i.e. accepting KBL’s
rejection of the earlier application for pre-clearance dated 3t February
2016 and in any event, unconditionally withdrawing the same on
5"February 2016, Petitioner No.2 has accepted the position that the
DFS does not permit Petitioner No.2 to acquire additional shares in
KBL. He is in law and in fact, estopped and precluded from taking up

a contrary position.

In this contéxt, it is pertinent to note that KBL has, at its Board Meeting
held on 18" April 2016, pursuant to the pfoviso to Section 58(2) of the
2013 Act, taken the DFS on record. KBL’s board has also resolved
that with respect to any proposal placed before it for or in respect of
the acquisition and transfer or disposal of KBL's shares and securities,
by either of the parties to the DFS and their farnilies (other than me
and my family}, KBL’s board shall rgéognize the terms of the DFS in
letter and spirit read with _the proviso to Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act,
and accordingly, ensure that the DFS is implemented and abided by.
By virtue of this resolution, KBL has bound itself to the provisions of
the DFS. It is pgrtinent to note that the Petition does not challenge the
validity of KBL’s board resolution dated 18" April 2016, and
therefore, Petitioners are now estopped from challenging any action
taken pursuant td the said board resolution. A copy of the board

resolution dated 18" April 2016 is annexed hereto and marked as

. This demonstrates that what was contemplated under the

ABA
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impugned preclearance applications is not a bonafide transaction, that
the same are wrongful devices aimed at prejudicing me and my branch
of the Kirloskar family in relation to their shareholding, management

and control of KBL..

12.6  As per Securities and Exchange Board of India (Listing Obligations
and bi.sciosure Requirements) Regulations, 2015 (“the 2015 LODR
Regulations™) and in accordance with Regulation 30 read with
Schedule IIT Part A of the 2015 LODR Regulations, agreements
between shareholders including family settlement agreements (to the
extent that it impacts management and contro] of the listed entity)
which are not executed in the normal' course of business are required
to be disclosed to the Stock Exchanges. Accordingly, KBL vide letter
dated 19" April 2016 intimated the Bombay Stock Exchange and
National Stock Exchange of the passing of the Board Resolution dated

18" April 2016. It is pertinent to note that the Petition does not
challenge the validity of KBL’s letter dated 19 April 2016 addressed
to the Bombay Stock Exchange and National Stock Exchange. A copy
of the letter dated 19" April 2016 is annexed hereto and marked as

Exhibit “S”.

127  For all of the reasons stated hereinabove, | reiterate that by applying
for a pre-clearance to acquire additional shares in KBL or for selling
his existing shares in KBL without first offering me the right to
purchase the same, Petitibncr No.2 has violated and breached the DFS.
As per the DFS, the Petitioners cannot hold, sell or expand their
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KBL, which is what the Petitioners seek to do. The genesis of this
Petition is therefore, rooted in an illegality and wrongdoing to violate
the DFS and thereby, settle collateral disputes. Such misconduct per-
se disentitles the Petitioners to maintain the Petition or seck reliefs

thereon,

It is settled position of law that there is no legal bar against the board
of a public company from taking cognizance of the private
arrahgement or contract between shareholders restricting the
transferability of the shares. This is further clear from the proviso to
Section 58(2) of the Companies Act, 2013; the 2015 LODR
Regulations (in particular, Regulation 30 read with Schedule III Part
A thereto); and Depositories Regulations, 1996. Therefore, KBL is
fully justified in rejecting the request for pre-clearance or dealings in

shares of KBL, contrary to and in breach of the terms of DFS.

Therefore, the pre-clearance applications dated 7% September 2016
and 21* November 2016 were validly and rightfully rejected by KBL’s
compliance officer. KBL is well within its right to take such a decision.
The rejection of the request for pre-clearance is neither wrongful nor

contrary to any provision of law and does not lack probity.

In this regard, the Petitioners’ contention that the 2015 PIT
Regulations do not permit Respondent No.1’s compliance officer to
reject a pre-clearance application on any grounds other than those set

out in the 2015 PIT Regulations is unmeritorious and legally
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At the outset, this constitutes allegations against KBL’s
compliance officer. Such allegations cannot be countenanced
and are not legally tenable, since, KBL’s compliance officer
1.e. Mr. Sandeep Phadnis has not been made a party to the
Petition. As such, no allegation can be made against him or
his actions and no orders can or should be passed on the basis

of such allegations;

In any event and without prejudice, the allegation that the
compliaﬂce officer could not have acted on the basis of the
DFS is misconceived and unméritorious; Under the 2015 PIT
Regulations and the éode of Conduct, the compliance officer
is responsible for setting forth policies, procedures,
monitoring adherence to the rules, pre-clearing traﬁsactions,
monitoring trades and ensuring implementation of the Code
and compliance under the supervision of KBL’s Board.
Therefore, the compliance officer has the responsibility and
1s both entitled and requred to function under the
supervision of KBL’s Board. As stated above, KBL’s Board
has, at its ﬁleeting held on 18th April 2016, taken the DFS
on record and has accepted the same. In the present case, the
compliance officer is also the company secretary of KBL. A
Company Secretary is also duty bound to ensure that not onity
2015 PIT Regulations but provisions of other applicable laws
are complied with. A clomplian.ce officer and a company
secretary cannot turn a blind eye to Seéction 58 (2) of the Act;

KBL’s board resolution dated 18% April 2016; SEBI

ALK
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(Substantial Acquisition of Shares and Takeovers)
Regulations, 2011; and. 2015 LODR Regulations.
Accordingly, no fault can be found with the decision of the
Compliance officer to reject Petitio.ne:r No.2 and KCPL’s -
application for pre-clearance, ali of which bar the pre-
clearance applications and the proposed transactions

complained thereunder,

Further, the decision of rejecting the Pre-clearance
application is an independent decision taken by Compliance
Officer in accordance with law and no order or observation
thereon can be made without giving him a right of hearing.
Further without prejudice, KBL’s Board was justified in
giving guidance to its compliance officer for deciding
applications for pre-clearance in accordance with law; and
the Compliance Officer is entitled to take into account all
rival views prior to taking a decision on the pre-clearance

applications;

Further, the 2015 PIT Regulations only prescribe the
minimum conditions on which the compliance officer can
reject a pre-clearance application, on the basis of the 2015
PIT Regulations. They are not exhaustive and do not
preclude a compliance officer from taking notice of other

obligations (legal, contractual, express or implied) or factors

AL
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Officer is entitled to take notice of the DFS and reject the

pre-clearance application; and

12.10.5 Lastly and in any event and without prejudice, assuming
whilst denying that the Compliance Officer conld not have
exercised power under the 2015 PIT Regulations to reject the
pre-clearance: applications, KBL’s Board (havipg taken
notice of and being bound by the DFS), is well within its
rights to take all necessary actions and stepé In order to
ensure that the DFS is not breached and is abided by /
honored.  Moreover, the reasons  underlying the
refusal/rejection of the pre-clearance applications also
con-stitute in law and in fact, a sufficient cause which entitles

KBL’s and its Board not to approve a transfer of its shares.

12.11 Against the rejection of Petitioner No.2's request for preclearance for
purchase of 5000 shares by Respondent No.1, vide letter dated 7%
September 2016, on 21 October 2016 Petitioner No. 2 approached
SEBI. Once again on 2°4 December 2016 Petitioner No. 2 submitted a
complaint before SEBI against Respondent No.l in relation to
rejection of pre-clearance_permission for acquifing or selling 5000
shares of KBL and called upon SEBI to look into the matter and take
appropriate action. KCPL also submitted a similar complaint to SEB]
on 2™ December 2016 against Respondent No.1 in relation to rejection
of its pre-clearance application for purchase of 50,000 shares of KBL..

Pursuant to the said two complaints dated 2™ December 2016 received




529

December 2016 called upon Respondent No.1 to offer its comments
on allegations- contained in the said complaints. Respondent No.1 vide
its letter dated 16% December 2016 addressed to SEBI gave a detailed
response to all the allegations contained in the said complaints. For
brevity’s sake, the contents of the reply dated 16% December 2016 are
repeated and reiterated herein, in extenso and all that is contrarﬁz thereto
and/or inconsistent therewith is denied. Upoﬁ receipt of the said letter
dated 16" December 2016, SEBI has not taken any action on Petitioner
No.2 and KCPL’s complaints to SEBI. Obviously SEBI did not find
any merit in Petitioner No.2 and KCPL’s complaints and did not find
any alleged breach by Respondent No.1 of provisions of the 2015 PIT
Regulations. The Petitioners should therefore not be allowed to rajse
the same grievance by way of present Petition. In any event, SEBI has
exclusive jurisdiction to deal with these issues. F urther, the Petitioners
having invoked the same caﬂnot reagitate the saine cause, in support
of a purported claim of oppression and mismanagement. I say that
Petitioners are merely taking a chance by filing the present Petition to
obtain same relief which they failed to obtain from SERI. Copies of
letters dated 9* December 2016 and 16 December 2016 (without its

annexures) are annexed hereto and marked as Exhibit “T* and “U>,

Such actions of the Petitioners are done to induce actions of SEBI and
the Petitioners are using the entities under their control] to create

corrosive, colluded and concerted actions against Respondent No. 1,

12.12 SEBI's interpretative letter dated 3™ February 2017 also does not take

KK
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have been made before it in KCPL's letter dated 2™ December 2016.
KBL has by its letter dated 21%April 2017 adequately replied to SEBI's
letter dated 3™ February 2017. For brevity’s sake, the contents of the
repfy dated 21* April 2017 are repeated and reiterated herein, in
extenso and all that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith is
denied. KCPL in its letter dated 2°¢ December 2016 to SEBI had
suppressed several material facts, which have been pointed out by
KBL in its letter dated 21% April 2017, which disentitles KCPL from
obtaining the interpretative letter from SERL. Thereafter, SEBI has
merely reiterated principles which arise out of the 2015 PIT
Regulations. SEBI's observation that a pre-clearance application
cannot be rejected for any ulterior motive is not applicable to the
present case as the application for pre-clearance was not rejected for
any u.Iterior motive and has been rightfully and justifiably rejected. On

the contrary, it is the Petitioners pre-clearance applications which are

with ulterior motives.

After rejection of KCPL"S application for pre-clearance, KCPL vide
its letter dated 19™QOctober 2016 made a complaint to SEBI. The SEB]
did not take any action on the said complaint. After KCPL’s complaint
was rejected by SEBI, KCPL once again approached SEBI for seeking
informal guidance in relation to the same matter. This fact was
suppressed by KCPL from SEBI. Further, SEBI in the said letter also
acknowledged that views expressed therein are only with respect to
clarifications sought in KCPL’s letter and do not affect applicability

of any other law. In any event and without prejudice, the interpretative
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opportunity of a hearing; does not bind me or Respondent No.1; or this
Hon’ble Tribunal. Further, SEBI has not sent any reply to KBL’s ietter
dated 21* April 2017. Therefore, it cannot be said that the view
expressed in SEBIs letter dated 3™ February 2017 is SEBI’s final view
on the matter. A copy of letter dated 21 April 20 [7 addressed by KBL
to SEBI is hereto annexed and marked as Exhibit “V*. In any event,
the SEBI has not taken any action in the matter, which demonstrates
that there is no violation or breach of the 2015 PIT Regulations. On all
these counts, having invoked SEBI’S Jurisdiction, it is now no longer
open for the Petitioners to agitate the issues in the NCLT. The NCLT
Is not competent and does not have the jurisdiction to entertain these

grievances or grant any reliefs therein.

Therefore, I reiterate that the DFS is a family settlement and/or
contract between KBL’s sharcholders (promoters) which is a legally
valid, binding and enforceable contract as contemplated by Section
58(2) of the 2013 Act. As stated above, the DFS has been acted upon

by me and my nuclear family and [ have performed my obligations

thereunder, This performance has been accepted by the Petitioners

who have, benefited from the same. [t is however, the Petitioners who
are now breaching and violating their obligations under the DFS.

Having accepted the benefits of the DFS, the Petitioners cannot be

permitied to breach its terms and as such, the rejection of the pre-

clearance applications is valid, in law.

In any event and without prejudice, in law and in fact the rejection of

LR
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oppression against the Petitionefs. This is for the following reasons:
(a) a shareholder in a company does not have a ve_sted or inherent right
to increase his or her shareholding in that company or to trade in the
shares of a company. Such a right does not come within the ambit of a
shareholder's right; (b) as such, the only effect of the rejection of the
pre-clearance applications is that Petitioner No. 2 is unable to merease
his shareholding in KBL; (¢) as this does not constitute 2 shareholder’s
right, the same cannot be the basis of an allegation of oppression or

give rise to an actionable claim in thig jurisdiction; (d) it is nobody’s

‘case that I have caused KBL to dilute the Petitioners’ existing

shareholding in KBL. This can in any event not be a ground available
to the Petitioners as the DFS, its true intent and spirit contemplates that
the Petitioners should have no shareholding in the company; (e} as
regards the rejection of the pre-clearance application to sell shares and
the insistence on the ri ght of first refusal, respectfully submit that thig
causes no prejudice or harm to Petitioner No. 2. I had made my
position clear that I would purchase Petitioner No. 2’s shares at the
p-révélili‘ng' market price (which is the price quoted on the stock
exchange); and (f) on all counts therefore, no case is made out by the
Petitioners of any oppression on the basis of the rejection of pre-
clearance applications. In fact, the Petitioners have not suffered any

legal injury (muchless, actionable) and the only thing which has

happened is an exposure of the Petitioners’ ill-motivated actions.

Pursuant to Section 58 (2) of the Companies Act, 2013, KBL is entitled
to prevent the Petitioners from increasing their stake in KBL or

ensuring that they do not divest their stake in the company to any third

ACH
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party / person other than me. This is because, for the reasons stated
hereinabove, the Petitioners have in the past, indulged and continue to
indulge in activities which are harmful to the company’s interests;
have carried out activities which compete with KBL’s business; and
have done this, in breach of the trust and confidence reposed in them
in their capacity of being shareholders and directors on KBL’s board
and have also in the process diluted and infringed KBL’s frademarks,
reputation and goodwill. This demonstrates that the Petitioners are not
interested in the wellbeing of the Respondent no. ! Company and are
only interested in wrongfully gaining control in KBL which is in
flagrant violation of true intent and spirit of the DFS. A petition under
Sections 241 to 244 of the Companies Act, 203 cannot be at the

instance of such Petitioners.

This Hon’ble Tribunal does not have the jurisdiction to hear alleged

grievance of the Petitioners that the applications for pre-clearance

were not decided in accordance with the provisions of SEBI (PIT)

Regulations, 2015:

The Petitioners” allegation that KBL. did not decide the appli.cation for
pre-clearance in accordance With the 2015 PIT Regulations, and Code
of Conduct are denied in view of what is stated herein. Assuming
whilst denying, that applications for pre-clearance were not decided in
accordance with the 2015 PIT Regulations, and Code of Conduct and
the same were decided on the basis of extraneous consideration as

alleged and that the DFS is not a valid justification for rejection of the

re-clearance applications, I respectfully submit that, at best, the same




534

1s a violation of the 2015 PIT -Regulations and therefore comes within

the exclusive jurisdiction of SEBI.

[3.2 Thié Hon’ble Tribunal does not have the jurisdiction to adjudicate over
allegations / issues which ;aise violation of regulations under the SEBI
Act such as the 2015 PIT Regulations. No reliefs can be granted by the
NCLT on the basis of such allegations. This issue of maintainability
should and is required to be decided as a preliminary issue before
deciding the Petitioﬁers’ application for interim reliefs and bef;re
getting into the merits of the case. It is the SEBI which has the
exclusive jﬁrisdiction to decide such cases and the remedy to approach
SEBI is an alternate and efficacious remedy available to the
Petitioners. The jurisdiction of the SEBI has been invoked and the
Petitioners have_failed to secure any reliefs. Considering this, the
Petitioners are estopped and legally barred (by the principles of res-
judicata and/or principles analogous thereto) from reiferating the

allegations in this Petition. [ in any event, once again assert that the

rejection is compliant with the 2015 PIT Regulations and does not

violate the same.

14, Petitioners' primary purported grievance qua rejection of the pre-

clearance applicatiqns is_a dispute which arises out of Oor is in

connection with the DFS. and is in any event a civil dispute which

does not impact the Petitioners' right as shareholders of Responden:

No.1. The dispute in relation to ‘intemretation of DFS and enforcement

thereof is presently pending before the Civil Judge, Senior Division,

n S5€ % E ' AL
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Tribunal to adjudicate issues pertaining to the rejection of the pre-

clearance applications. This is for the following reasons:

14.1  Itis the Petitioners' case that the DFS cannot be a ground for rejection
of their pre-clearance applications. It is also the Petitioners' case that
the DFS in any event does not preclude them frora acquiring additional
shares in Respondent No.l and/or reducing tzheif éhareholding in
Respondent No.1 without first giving a right of first refusal to me. As
the Petitioners are objecting to the DFS being cited as a reason by KBL
and its compliance officer to reject the pre-clearance applications and
as KBL (which is bound by the DFS having adopted the same) and it
is their case that [ am opposing the Petitioners' right to deal with KBL’s
shares on the basis of the DFS; the situation necessarily requires an.
interpretation and adjudication of the civil rights of the parties to the
DFS; and its applicability to a particular situation (which itself
determines rights thereunder). The only other contention of the
Petitioners is that even on its interpretation and merits, the DES does
not preclude them from dealing with KBL’s shares. This also requires
a determination of rights under the DFS; and necessitates an
interpretation thereof. The dispute therefore is a contractual dispute
and cannot form the subject matter of proceedings under section 241

of the 2013 Act.

14.2° The issues which are subject matter of the present proceedings and the
issues pending adjudication in the DFS suit viz. interpretation of terms

of DFS and its binding effect on its signatories and companies under

5€§4'A eir control are identical, same and / or similar. The DFS suit is a
AN
T
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comprehensive suit wherein all the family members of the Kirloskar
family who are signatories to DFS have been are joined as parties. The
question of interpretation of the DFS would be appropriately decided
by the civil court in the DFS suit, after hearing all the parties to said
DFS. Interpretation of DFS in the present proceedings in the absence
of certain parties to the said document is improper and would
adversely affect such parties. For this reason, the present Petition is
bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. It is respectfully submitted
that, this Hon’ble Tribunal ought not to proceed to decide the present
matter, when the issues invoived therein constitutes the subject matter
of a duly instituted suit which is pending adjudication before a civil

court,

I respectfully submit fhat the disputes and differences that have arisen
arise out of and/or in connection with the DFS, are theréfore, civil /
contractual rights which emanate‘out of or in connection with the DFS
and should be only adjudicated by a civil court of competent
Jurisdiction. Further, all parties to the DFS are not present, and any
interpretation of the DFS in their absence is bound to affect and
prejudice their rights. For all these reasoné, I therefore respectfully
submit that this Tribunal does not have the Jurisdiction to go into the
issues which it has been called upon to adjudicate which arise out of
or in connection with the DFS. This issue of maintainability aiso
should be decided as a preliminary issue before deciding Petitioners

application for interim reliefs and before getting into the merits of the
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144 As this is the case, I say that the Petitioners are, in the guise of

15.

15.1

purported shareholders’ rig.rhts, actually agitating camouflaged civil
and contractual rights and purported disputes in relation thereto, which
will impact their status as parties to the DFS. These are not issues in
respect of which, the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Tribunal under
Sections 241 and 242 0f 2013 Act can be invoked. In no circumstances,
whatsoever can these purported rights or an alleged infraction thereof
constitute oppression or mismanagement. On this ground also, I
respectfully submit that no reliefs are liable to be granted to the
Petitioners. It is also a settled principle of law that the jurisdiction of
this Hon'ble Tribunal under Sections 241 and 242 of the 2013 Act is a
summary jurisdiction which cannot be invoked for the purpose of
adjudicating disputed questions of facts. In the present case, 1
respectfully submit that the Petitioners’ having disagreed with KBL
and myself with regard to interpretation of the DFS and their status
qua KBL as per the DFS, raises complicated and disputed questions of
fact and law which, this Hon'ble Tribunal is not competent to decide

or deal with,

The Petitioners cannot be heard to agitate any _grievance on the basis

of the rejection of KCPL’s pre-clearance application dated 6%

September 2016 for purchase of 50,000 equity shares of KBL. This is

for the following reasons:

KCPL is not a member of Respondent No.1. KCPL has no vested ri ght

to become a shareholder of KBL. In law, it is only KCPL who has the
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pre-clearance application by KBL. Admittedly, KCPL has not
instituted any proceedings against KBL on this issue. KCPL is not
even joined as a party Respondent in this Petition. Therefore, in
addition to the contention that the Petitioners do not have the locus o
agitate on KCPL’s behalf, no rights of KCPL can be adjudicated or no
alleged infraction of its purported rights can be considered by this
Tribunal in exercise of its jurisdiction under Section 241 and 242 of

the Companies Act, 2013.

On merifs, I say that the reasons set out in KBL'’s letter datec 6"
September 2016 for rejecting KCPL's pre-clearance application are
valid and compliant with law and for brevity’s sake, repeat and
reiterate the same herein in extenso and deny all that is contrary thereto
and/or inconsistent thf;rewith. Also, for all of the reasons stated
hereinabove qua SEBI’s informal guidance and in view of KBL’s
letter dated 21 April 2017 to SEBI on this issue, the same does not
take the Petitioners’ case any further. Further, KCPL is nothing but an
alter ego of the Petitioners, who is put up for advancing Petitioner
Nos.2 and 3’s wrongful, oblique and collafcral agenda. As such no

premium of KCPL’s actions or Applications can be taken by the

Petitioners.

Allegation that Petitioner No.2 is wrongfully not being provided with

copies of the Minutes of KBL's board meetings during the period when

Petitioner No.2 was serving as a director on KBL's board. The

allegation is disputed and denied. This is for the following reasons:
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The allegation that Respondent Nos.1 and 2 have refused to provide
coﬁies of KBL’s Board Minutes to Petitioner No.2 during the period
when he was a director, is a false allegation. A perusal of KBL’s letters
dated 28" January 2017, 9" February 2017 and 16% March 2017
plainly demonstrate that KBI. was always ready and willing to offer

and provide inspection of the minutes to Petitioner No.2. Copies of

- letter dated 28™ January 2017, 9 February 2017 and 16™ March 2017

are hereto annexed and marked as Exhibit “W (colly)”.

However, the aforesaid facts and circumstances in relation to KOEL
(at Petitioner No.2's instance) having carried out a competing business
with KBL (which the Petitioners have willfully suppressed), entitle
and in fact made it legitimate and imperative for XBL to be cautious
in permitting free access to Petitioner No.2, of such documents. As
such, it is only natural for KBL and its Board to be wary of the purpose
underlying Petitioner No.2's request for such information. In any
event, the guidance notes for the Secretarial Standards on meetings of
the Board of Directors (SS-1) provide that “in order to protect the
interest of the company, a system may be introduced requiring a
person ceasing to be a director who desires to inspect the Minutes
Book to submit a formal application in writing and furnish a non-
disclosure undertaking to ensure that he is bound by obligations of
confidentiality”. A copy of the relevant extracts of the guidance notes
is annexcd at Exhibit “X”. On the aforesaid factual and tegal basis, 1

submit that KBL was entitled to require Petitioner No.2 to submit the
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Additionally, in the past, Petitioner No.2 has misused confidential
information and unpublished price sensitive information. This is
apparent from the fact that despite having had- access to such
information, on 6™ October 2010 Petitioner No.2and 3 (suppressing
theilil aceess to confidential information) along with Late Gautam
Kulkami proceeded and gone ahead with the transfer
0f1,07,18,400shares of KBL constituting 13.5% of KBL’s
shareholding in Petitioner No.1’s favor. This was in breach of the
obligations under the SEBI (Prevention of Insider Trading)
Regulations, 1992 (1992 PIT Regulations™). Therefore, on this
ground also, KBL is justified in being apprehensive ef sharing the
information with Petitioner No.2, without taking necessary and

legitimate precaution.

In any event and without prejudice, for the reasons stated hereinabove,
I respectfully submit that Petitioner No.2's request for the Minutes of
the Board Meetings for the entire period for which he was a director
of KBL is merely to harass me and KBL; is purposeless; and lacks
bonafides. Petitioner No.2 was a director on KBL’s Board for the
period commencing from 19% September 2000 to 220 April 2014.
Therefore, Petitioner No. 2 already has in his possessien, copies of
board minutes for each of the board meetings which took place during
such period which were subsequently confirmed by the Board and
signed by Chairman of XBL. Petitioner No. 2 has never objected to
any of the minutes of the Board meetings of KBL during his tenure as

director of KBL. Therefore, calling for such information, in my

A
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" respeciful submission, is nothing but a fishing enquiry and is made

with ulterior motives.

On all counts therefore, no case of oppression has been made out on
this purported ground. In any event and without prejudice, non-
furnishing of board minutes over a period when Petitioner No.2 was
previously a director does not constitute an infraction of a
shareholder’s right. It is at best a complaint which pertains to a
directorial right. It is a settled principle of law that the jurisdiction of
oppression and mismanagement is not available to redress directorial
complaints. Further refusal of inspection does not constitute

OpPression.

Allegations of oppression on the basis of KBIL's nroactive measures in

informing SEBI of the illegalities / irregularities qua the transfer of

1,07.18.400shares of KBL from Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 to Petitioner

No.1 on 6™ QOctober 2010. This allegation is meritless, disputed and

denied for the following reasons:

On 6™ October 2010, Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 and others had transferred

1,07,18,400shares of KBL constituting 13.5% of KBL’s shareholding

to Petitioner No.l. This transaction was done behind my back and
without my knowledge and at a time when I was not in Pune. In any
event, Respondent No.1 and myself were unaware of Petitioner Nos.2
and 2°s wrongful access to price sensitive inforrnation. Thereafter, on

27" April2012, SEBI had enquired with KBL as to the validity of this
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172 At that time, Mr. Anil Alawani (who was a director on KBL’s Board)

[7.3

had been entrusted with the task of responding to SEBL By a letter
dated 10" May 2012 (prepared by Mr. Alawani on KBL's behalf),
KBL responded to SEBI’s dated 27 April, 2012 and without having
full knowledge of the situation and at Mr, Alawani’s wrongful instance

and behest, conveyed that the transaction was compliant with the 1992

PIT Regulations. 1 say that 1 was not in Pune when this letter was

issued to SEBL. It is pertinent to note that, contrary to his duty and
responsibility, Mr. Alawani did not bring to my notice, this letter, prior
to it being issued or of Petitioner Nos.2 and 3's access to price sensitive
information, to which Mr. Alawani was party and Respondent Nos. 1
and 2 were not. A copy of KBL’s letter dated 10 May 2012 is annexed

hereto and marked as Exhibit “yY”.

It was only later i.e. in 2016 that, KBL caused a forensic audit in
relation to the transfer of 1,07,18,400 shares (13.51% s_hareholding) of
KBL by Petitionerno.2, 3 and Late Gautam Kulkarni to Petitioner ro. 1
on 6" October 2010, Upon conducting the said forensic audit, it was
discovered that, wﬁen the transaction of 6™ Qctober 2010 had taken
place, Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 had access to unpublished price sensitive
information; that this ideally should have prevented them from
undertaking the transaction; and, in any event, should have been
brought to SEBI’s notice. However, this was not brought to SEBI's

notice. It was Mr. Anil Alawani who was responsible for this situation

and had concealed the time and correct posttion. Instead of keeping
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2016, informed SEBI of this situation and simultaneously also
addressed correspondence to Mr. Alawani. There is nothing wrong for
a company's Board to inform SEBI of a previous irregularity and come
out clean. In fact, KBL was under a legal obligation to provide SEBI,
true and correct factual information in respect of a transaction relating
to transfer of its shares. Certainly, there is no illegality or oppression
in providing true and correct information to a statutory authority i.e.
SEBI and by doing so, KBL has merely complied with its legal
obligations. A copy of KBL’s letter dated 12 May 2016 addressed to

SEBI is annexed at Exhibit “Z.”.

17.4  Instead, the Petitioners are wrongfully terming this as an act of
oppression and mismanagement. That can never be. In fact, their
resistance to accountability itself demonstrates that the Petitioners are
aware of their breaches and violations of the legal and statutory regime
and seek to avoid the consequences thereof. For these reasons, I
respectfully submit that no case of alleged oppression or

mismanagement has been made on this ground.

17.5  Another reason why this Hon'ble Tribunal cannot go into or adjudicate
upon this issue is because it necessarily involves deciding whether the
transaction of 2010 was or was not compliant with the 1992 PIT
Regulations. This will involve the NCLT pre-judging and prematurely
deciding an issue which SEBI is already seized of; In any event, the
SEBI has fhe exclusive jurisdiction to deal with the same and the

NCLT does not. Assuming that the transaction violates the 1992 PIT
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who would be the law breakers. It therefore hardly lies in their mouth
to make any complaint on this basis or draw any capital therefrom.
Further assuming that the SEBI holds that the transaction is compliant
with the 1992 PIT Regulations, then also, no case of oppression or
mismanagement is made out. This is because, as stated above, a
company voluntarily reporﬁng a case of infraction of law can never

make out a case of oppression or mismanagement.

Alleged weaknesses with respect to the internal financial controls of

KBL.: This allegation is meritless and is disputed and denied. This is

for the following reasons:

The allegations in the Petition are vague, and are in any event, disputed
and df;nigd. The allegations pertain to KBL’ statutory auditors' report
in the annual report of Financial Year 2015-16. In the Petition, there
are no particulars or details whi.ch substantiate the allegations made.
The same are therefo;e bald and false allegations; are malafide; an
afterthought; plainly unmeritorious; and constitute counterblast to
KBL’s assistance rendered to SEBI in relation to the share transfer
lﬁ‘ad‘e-b.y Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 and others in Petitioner No.1's favor

on 6™ October 2010,

The aforesaid is apparent from the fact that; (a) from 19" September
2000 to 22"¢ April 2014, Petitioner No.2was serving as a director on
KBL’s board of directors. He was therefore, involved in approving its
accounts and was well aware of the financial controls which KRL
followed. As such, these allegations, vague as they are, cannot even be
de by the Petitioners; (b) the Annual Report for the Financial Year

o'y



18.3

18.4

545

2015-16 along with statutory auditors' report on the financial statement

“was accepted and approved by KBL’s shareholders in Respondent

No.1's AGM held on 21% July 2016. At that time, the Petitioners being
KBL’s shareholders did not raise any objection to the annual report in
the said AGM; and (c) it is only after the disgruntled former director
of Respondent No.1, i.e., Mr. Anil Alawani's letters to Petitioner No.1
were received by its Chairman, i.e., Petitioner No.3, that the purported
issues were raised. The allegations in this regard are malafide and have

been made only to wrongfully pressurize KBL and myself,

The specific allegations made in Petitioner No.1's letter dated 19
October 2016 have already been dealt with in Respondent No.1's letter
dated 14" November 2016 and 22" December 2016. As Petitioner
No.1 does not have any actual basis to allege any financial or other
irregularities, Petitioner No.1 has resorted to referring to the Auditors
Report and the observations made therein out of context and in a
piecemeal manner. Therefore, no actual allegations of financial
irregularities are disclosed in the Petition and no case of oppression or |

mismanagement has been made out on this basis,

The statutory auditors vide their letter dated 23 May 2017clarified
certain remarks in the Audit report for the year 2016 forming part of
Annual report of Respondent no.1 for the year 2016. In the said letter,

after setting out the background in which certain remarks were inserted

i Audit report, it is clarified that there are no material weaknesses in
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copy of Auditors letter dated 23 May 2017 is annexed hereto and

marked as Exhibit “AA”. These allegations therefore, do not survive.

18.5 The allegation that there was a forensic audit of KBL’s accounts is
incorrect and misconceived. There was no forensic audit fof accounts.

- There was a normal internal audit of accounts which is routine for any
company. The forehsic audit was an independent audit conducted of
the documents and emails which pertained to investigation in Anil
Alawani's role in reialying to SEBI's earlier requisitions qua the
transfer of 1,07,18,400 KBL® shares in Petitioner No.1's favor on 6"
October 2010 which, appears to be in vislation of the 1992 PIT
Regulations. This forensic audit was an independent audit conducted
for the purpose olf assisting SEBI in ascertaining whether the 1992 PIT
Regulations had been complied with. The same therefore has no
correlation whatsoever with KBL’s accounts as is wrongfully being
portrayed and has been misrepresented by Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 to

wrongfully secure Petitioner No.1’s joinder to the Petition,

18.6  On all counts therefore,l no case has been made out in the Petition on
the purported irregularities in relation to KBL’s accounts. KBL has
never skipped payment of dividend to its shareholders since the year
1985. KBL’s financial results demonstrate that its financials are
healthy and it is consistently performing well, I crave leave to refer
and rely on the KBL’S latest Annual Report as and when produced.

The same is audited by the same auditors and does not contain any

ACK,
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by the Petitioners. A copy of the Minutes of the general meeting dated

27*July, 2017is annexed at Exhibit “AB” hereto. This demonstrates

that the allegations of financial weakness are false to the Petitioners’
knowledge. The Petitioners have deliberately and wrongfully
attemﬁtéd to cause confusion between the indepehdent audit of the
documents and emails which pertained to Amnil Alawani's role in
replying to SEBI's earlier requisitions qua the transfer of KBL’ shares
in Petitioner No.1's favor in the year 2010 and routine financial audit
of the Company done by the Statutory Auditor forming part of the
Annual report merely to divert the attention from the irregularities
found in the forensic audit relating to the Petitioners’ violation of 1992

PIT Regulations.

19.  Even otherwise, the Petitioners are not entitled to any reliefs in the

Petition. This is for the following reasons:

19.1  Based on what is stated hereinabove, I respectfully submit that the
Petitioners have failed to make out any case of oppression or
mismanagement. Assuming whilst denying that any of their
complaints may indicate oppression or mismanagement, still, I
respectfully submit that the Petitioners are not entitled to any reliefs in

the Petition. This is because:

19.1.1 The jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Tribunal under Sections 241
and 242 of the 2013 Act is an equitable jurisdiction and is not
available to inequitable and litigants who are not bona fide and
who have indulged in suppression of material facts and

documents and who have instituted the petition with collateral
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objects and purposes. In the present case, for the reasons stated
hereinabove, the Petitioners have suppressed material facts
and documents which are relevant to the adjudication of the
issues which arise out of the Petition. The Petitioners are also
wrongdoers who have and continue to act against the interests
of the company; and have violated the 1992 PIT Regulations.
The Petitioners are now, instead of coming out clean are still
resisting accountability in the matter; and the purpose of the
Petition is also not bonafide as it is only a pressure tactic in
order to wrongfully secure collateral purposes in relation to
the larger family disputes which are on-going within the
Kirloskar family_. For all of these reasons, { respectfully submit
that the Petitioners have not approached this Hon’ble Tribunal
with clean hands or bonafide and deserve no relief. The
Jurisdiction of this Tribunal is an equitable and discretionary
Jurisdiction, and in such facts and circumstances, no reliefs are

liable to be granted in the Petitioners' favor;

19.1.2 The petitioners have not satisfied the precondition specified in
section 242-of the 2013 Act for grant of relief. In particular, it
is a settled principle of law that for relief to be granted in a
Petition complaining of oppression and mismanagement, the
Petitioners must' make out a case for a Just and equitable
winding up of KBL and that to do so would not be in their
interest. In the present case, the Petition does not allege, aver

or make out any case of just and equitable winding up of KBL.

} Therefore, and on this ground alone, this Tribunal does not

KK



549

have the necessary jurisdiction to grant any relief in the

Petitioners' favor; and

18.1.3 It 1s a settled principle of law that courts and tribunals will
always lean in favor of family settlements and arrangements
as their purpose is to achieve family and societal peace and
harmony. A logical corollary of this prin.c_ip_le is that no reliefs
should be granted which are contrary to or perpetrate a breach
/ repudiation of a said understanding. In the present case,
without prejudice to my contention that it is jurisdictionally
impermissible for this Hon'ble Tribunal to enter upon or
adjudicate the interpretation of the DFS, [ respectfully submit
that T have prima facie made out a case in support of my
interpretation cf the DFS and Petitioner Nos.2 and 3°s actions
in breach / violations thereof. As such, granting any reiiefs in
the Petition to the Petitioners would permit them to deal with
KBL's shares in the manner in which they are attempting to,
will only leac to a breach of the DFS. This is legally
impermissible and therefore, no relicfs should be granted tol

the Petitioners in the petition.

20.  From the above,_ I respectfully submit that the following position

CImerges.

20.1  The Petitioners have demonstrated inequitable conduct and have acted

against KBL’s interest. They are not interested in KBL’s well-being
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stage, disrupt my management, control and ownership of KBL in

breach of the DFS and to settle collateral disputes.

The Petitioners have also indulged in suppression of material facts and
documents which plainly demonstrates their malafide and true intent
and motive. On this ground alone, the Petitioners are disentitled to the
grant of any of the equitable and discretionary reliefs which are
available to them in this Hon ble Tribunal’s jurisdiction under sections

241 and 242 of the 2013 Act.

Despite havin.g availed of the benefits under the DFS, the Petitioners
are consistently breaching the same. This is also to settle other
collateral disputes which are ongoing between the Petitioners, my
family and I. In the past, they have orchestrated a situation wherein
Company was constrained to reject a similar aﬁplication for pre-
clearance. That was only a pressure tactic and there was no genuine
intention on Petiti.onejr No.2’s part to actually acquire any stake in
KBL. It was merely a threat and a pressure tactic used at the time of
ongoing negotiations and settlement talks. The recent pre-clearance
applications which have stood rejected and the institution of this
Petition itself is nothing but another orchestrated and éngineered
situation to creaFe a dispute; institute a litigation and apply wrongful
pressure as a counterblast to my agitation of various breaches on the

Petitioners’ part of the DFS; their wrongtul conduct in managing the

affairs of KPL etc,

A
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20.4  Even otherwise, for the reasons stated above, there is no merit in the

20.5

allegation of oppression and mismanagement on the basis of the

rejection of the pre-clearance applications.

The only other three allegations of oppression and mismanagement
namely alleged non-furnishing of the Board Minutes of KBL;
communication with SEBI in relation to the possible illegality of the
transfer of 1,07,18,400 shares from Petitioner Nos.2, 3, Late Gautam
Kulkarni and their family members to Petitioner No.l on 6™ October
2010; alleged irregularities in KBL’s accounts have all been explained
and dealt with. The explanations provided plainly indicate the un-
meritoriousness, falsehood and legal and factual unsustainability of the
allegations. It is apparent that these so-called issues have been
concocted only to create an illusion of there being purported acts of
oppression and mismanagement, when there are no such acts. The
Petition therefore must be viewed as a Petition which principally
complains only of a solitary act of alleged oppression i.e. the rejection
of the pre-clearance applications. It is a settled principle of iaw that a
Petition for oppression and mismanagement must disclose continuous
and consistent acts of oppression and mismanagement. One cannot
rely upon an isolated act such as the rejection of the pre-clearance
application and on that basis set up a case of oppression. I have already

explained hereinabove that apart from there being no illegality or

oppression in these actions, the issue is really one that arises out of and
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No interim reliefs are liable to be granted to the Petitioners as no prima

facie case of oppression has been made out and in anv event. there is

a substantial delay in instituting the present Petition:

For all of the reasons stated in the Reply, I respectfully submit that the

Petition has failed to make out a prima facie case of oppression or

mismanagement of KBL. As such and on this ground alone, no interim

reliefs are liable to be granted in the Petitioners® favor. In any event

and without prejudice, for the following reasons also, interim reliefs

cannot be granted:

21.1.1

21.1.2

As regards prayer clause (a), no interim reliefs are liable to
be granted to the Petitioners because, no cause of action is
demonstrated in the Petition for grant of such interim relief
As regards the statutory registers, there has been no refusal
on the part of KBL in providing the same. As regards thé
copies of Board Minutes, KBL continues to be ready and
willing to provide the same (only to Petitioner No.2) subject
to the provision of appropriate non-disclosure undertaking as

contemplated by the secretarial standards;

as regards the seeking of the internal audit report, the
Petitioners do not have any legal entitlement to the same and

therefore, no question arises of providing this to the

Petitioners;

in so far as prayer clause (b) is concerned, granting those
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favor of the Petitioners. It is a settled principle of law that, in
the guise of granting interim reliefs, final reliefs cannot be

applied for or be granted,;

as regards prayer clause (c), no relief can be granted as this
affects the rights of the Compliance Officer. In the present
case, the compliance officer has not been made a party to the
Petition. Therefore, no question arises of passing such an
order in his absence. It is a settled principle of law that prior
to passing any orders which impact a person's civil right or
his decision, a hearing must be granted to that person, a
breach of this principle will lead to a violation of the
compliance officer's fundamental right and natural justice.
This is without prejudice to the fact that in any event no case
has been made out for grant of such relief and this Hon’ble

Tribunal does not have the jurisdiction to grant such relief:

as regérds prayer clause (d), no case whatsoever has been
made out iﬁ the Petition for appointment of an independent
auditor or conducting of a forensic audit. There are no
irregularities in KBL's accounts which have been pointed
out. On :the contrary, the present Annual Reports
demonstrates the falsity of the Petitioners’ allegations. As

such, no case is made out for such relief; and

as regards prayer clause (¢), the reliefs in effect grant final
reliefs to the Pefitioners and also have the impact of

permitting the Petitioners to breach the DFS. For the reasons
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stated above, this is legally untenable and impermissible. For
all of the aforesaid reasons, no interim relief should be

granted in the Petitioners' favor,

21.2 Itis a settled principle of law that delay is a factor which disentitles
grant of interim reliefs. In the present case, the Petitioners’ grievances
qua the pre-clearance applications pertain to rejections of pre-
clearance applications which have taken place in September 2016 and
November 2016, The Petition is however instituted on 12% May 2017
and interim reliefs are being sought nearly to a month thereafter. As
such, there is gross unexplained and inordinate delay in institution of
the Petition and the Petitioners' application for interim relief is
undeserving of any orders. Therefore, I respectfully that the Petitioners

are not entitled to any interim reliefs.

22, Inany event and without prejudice, [ am now dealing with the Petition,

paragraph wise:

22.1  With reference to paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Petition, with respect to
| the particulars of the Petitioners, the contents thereof merit no
response. | however on thé basis of what is stated herein and in the
separate “maintainability application” filed by Respondent no.! and

myself, deny that the Petitioners. are entitled to file and maintain the

present Petition.

22.2  'With further reference to paragraph 3 and 4 of the Petition, as far as
description of the Respondents is concerned the same does not merit
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close family relationship have been acting in collusion with each other
while dealing with the affairs of Respondent No.l. I say that, the
allegation of collusion is a bald allegation and not substantiate;d by any
material produced on record and therefore such bald allegation is liable

be ignored and rejected.

With reference to paragraph 5 of the Petition, at the outset, I repeat and
reiterate. herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that,
payment of consultancy fees of Rs. 10 lakhs by KBL to Respondent
no.4 1s legal and valid and the same was made on the approval of the
shareholders of KBL. The consultancy fee is paid to the Respondent

no.4 for the work done by the Respondent no.4 for KBL and

- accordingly, there is no illegality or infirmity in the payment of

consultancy fee to the Respondent no.4. The Petitioners cannot find
fault with payment of Rs.10 lakhs as consultancy fees by KBL since
all the requisite approvals were duly taken. I deny all the bald
allegations with respect to the alleged collusion and connivance
between myself and Respondent No. 3 with Respondent nos.4 to 9. |
deny that, Respondents have wrongfully denied permission to the
Petitioner No.2 for buying / selling shares éf KBL as alleged or at all.
[ say that, the permission for buying / selling shares of KBL has been
rejected for valid and justified reasons and in accordance with law as
more particularly set out hereinabove. I deny that, myself and
Respondent Nos.‘f?; to 9 are guilty of oppression and _‘mismanagement
and are acting in a manner prejudicial to the interests of KBL and its

areholders as alleged or at all. I deny that, the Respondents are
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mismanaging the affairs of KBLas alleged or at all. I further deny that
Réspondents have avoided providiﬁg information and extracts sought
by the Petitioners as alleged or at all. I deny that [ have acted in
collusion with Respondent Nos. 3 and 9, aﬁd by virtue of collectively
having control of over 39.4 % shares in KBL, Respondent no.2 has
misused his position in KBL as alleged or at all. I further deny that,
the Petitioners are entitled to institute the preseht petition against the
Respondents as alleged or at all. I say that, Petitioners have made false
and baseless allegations against the Resﬁondents and the same are not
substantiated by material facts and evidence. T say that, there is no
collusion between the Respbndents and the actions of Respondents are
and have always been in the interest of all the sharcholders of
Respondent no.l. The Respondents are not guilty of oppression and /

or mismanagement as alleged or at all.

With reference to paragrﬁph 6 of the Petition, 1.say that this Hon’ble
Tribunal does not have the jurisdiction to receive and entertain the
present Petition under Section 241, 242 and 244 of Companies Act,
2013 for the reasons stated herein and in . the “Maintainability

Application” filed by the Respondent Nos.1 and 2.

With reference to paragraphs 7 of the Petition, T deny the contents
thereof. I say that the Petition is filed at a belated stage and there is
unexplained and inordinate delay in filing the present Petition which

disentitles the Petitioners from sceking any of the reliefs sought in the

o
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22.6 With reference to paragraph 8 of the Petition, 1 repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove: and -deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that, the
Respondents have committed acts of oppression and mismanagement
as alleged dr atall. I say that the Petition is not maintainable under the
Sections 241, 242 and 244 of the Companies Act, 2013. I say that, as
regards paragraph 8(i) to (v), the contents thereof are denied and
particularly in view of the correct position as setout herein, no case of

oppression and mismanagement has been made out thereunder,

22.7 With reference to paragraph 9 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith, | deny that there is no
covenant or provision in the DFS restricting.the rights of any of the
cXecuting party or any person claiming through such parties from
buying / selling shares in companies under other signatory’s control
ownership and management. I say that as per the terms of DFS, the
ownership, control andrmanagement of KBL is to remain with me and
my family. If and when, any other party to the DFS {or entities under
their control) wish to transfer/sel] shares held by them in KBL, they
are required to first offer to sell them to me in order to ensure that the
ownership, control and management of KBL remains with myself and
my branch. Further, no party to the DFS, and entities under their
control (save and except myself and my family, ) are perrhitted to
acquire further shares of KBL beyond the sheres allotted to them

pursuant to the DFS which may pose threat to my ownership control

1d management rights over KBL.
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With reference to paragraph 10 of the Petition, the contents thereof are

matters of record and do not deserve any comments.

S

With reference to paragraph 11 of the Petition, the contents thereof
merit no response save and except that the quoted portion from the
Code of Conduct is not the only relevant portion. [ say the true and
correct scope and interpretation of the contents of the Code of Conduct

have been stated hereinbefore.

I

With reference to paragraph 12 and 13 of the Petition, the contents

thereof are matters of record and'do not merit any response.

With reference to paragraph 14 and 15 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all

that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith,

With reference to paragraph 16, 17 and 18 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso alllthat 1s stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the
request for pre-clearance made by Petitiner no.2 for purchasing 5000
equity shares of KBL was rejected by KBLat my instance . I deny that
the reason for rejecting the request for pre- clearance made by
Petmoner no.2 for purchasing 5000 equity shares of KBL is arbitrary,
baseless and ultra vires the Code of Conduct. I deny that the rejection
of the request for pre-clearance is biased, arbitrary as alleged or at all.
I say that the reqﬁest for pre-clearance was rejected on valid grounds

which were communicated to Petitioner No.2 and I say that the
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before SEBI against the KBL in respect of the rejection of the
‘Petitioners. request for pre-clearance is baseless and devoid of merits.
I say that the SEBI has not faken coénizance of complaint filed by the
Petitioner no.2. Further, in relation to subsequent cdmplaint filed by
Petitioner no.2, SEBI addressed a letter dated 9" December 2016
calling upon the KBL to offer its comments, which was replied by
KBL vide letter dated 16" December 2016. Upon receipt of KBL’s
letter dated 16:Fh December 2016, SEBI did not take any action on
complaints filed by fetitiomar No.2. Accordingly, SEBI did not find
any merit in Petitioner No.2’s complaints and therefore the present
Petition which is filed to re-agitate the same issue is not maintainable,
Therefore, SEBI having been seized of the matter; Petitioner No.2
cannot be permitted to require this Hon’ble Tribunal to go into issues
which are exclusively within the jurisdictional domain of SEBI. I deny
that no reasons were furnished by KBL for rejecting request for pre-
clearance. I say that on 14th September 2016 vide email addressed by
 Compliance Officer to the Petitioner No.2 reasons for rejection of
request for pre-clearance for purchase of 5000 shares of Respondent

no.1 were duly communicated.

22.13 With reference to paragraphs 19, 20 and 21 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that as per
the terms of DFS, the KBL came to my share. As stated herein, as per

_the terms of the DFS, in the event, any member of Kirloskar family
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terms of DFS, vide email dated 22 November 2016, 1 offered to

purchase shares proposed to be sold by Petitioner no.2 at the prevailing

market price. However, Petitioner No.2, for no reason whatsoever and

in breach of the DFS, rejected my offer. This rejection constitutes a
breach of the DFS and also demonstrates Petitioner No.2's mala fide
intent. This is be.cause, the offer which I had made would have led to
no monetary loss or injury to Petitioner No.2 had he accepted the same.
Petitioner No.2 rejected the same solely for the purpose of wrongfully
engineering a situation whereby he breaches the DFS and concocts a

false cause of action to agitate disputes with me.

With reference to paragraphs 22 and 23 of the Petition, I repeeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith, I deny that on 24
November 2016, the Compliance Officer of KBL arbitrarily rejected
Petitioner No. 2's application for pre-clearance for sale of shares. |
deny that the rejection was arbitrary and say that the same was backed
by legally justifiable and tenable reasons. I deny that the request for
pre-clearance made by Petitioner No.2 for selling 5000 equity shares
of KBL was rejectéd by KBL at my the behest. I deny that reason for

rejecting the:request for pre-clearance is arbitrary as alleged or ar all.

With reference to paragraph 24 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith, I say that prior to email
dated 29 November 2016, KBL vide email dated 22 September 2016

communicated to Petitioner no. 2 that since the Petitioner No.2 had
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addressed his [etter dated 15 September 2016 to the Board of Directors
of KBL, the Board of Directors of KBL would be reviewing the same
and sending a detailed reply after the Board of KBL had the

opportunity to review the letters issued by the Petitioner No. 2.

22.16 With feference to paragraphs 25 and 26 c;f the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hersinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say and submit
that reasons stated in email dated 1% December 2016 are correct, [ deny
that there is any alleged misinterpretation of DES by Respondents. I
repeat and reiterate that the DFS is to be construed in the manner stated
hereinabove. I say that, vide my email dated 1% December 2016, 1
made a valid offer to purchase shares of KBL proposed to be soid by
Petitioner no.2 at the prevailing market rate. Petitioner No.2 has
wrongly; for no valid and justified reason whatsoever and in breach of
his obligations under the DFS, rejected my offer to purchase the shares
of KBL. This constitutes a wrongful rejection of my valid and fair offer
to pﬁrchése the shares proposed to be sold by him. Petitioner No.2 can
In no circumstance complain of any Oppression or mismanagement as
this in any event is an issue which pertains not to his shareholders’

right but to the performance of the DFS.

22.17 With reference to paragraph 27 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is

contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that as stated

m herein above, SEBI did not find any merit in complaint dated 2"
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16_th December 2016 addressed to SEBI have suitable reply to SEBI’s
letter dated 9™ Decelmber 2016. Since the receipt of KBL’s letter dated
16™ December 2016, SEBI has not taken any action on Petitioner no.2
complaint. Accordingly, it is clear that SEBI d1d not find any merit in
Petitioner no.2’s complaint. The Petitioners should therefore not be
allowed to raise the same grievance by way of present Petition. For the
reasons stated hereinabove, it is legally and jurisdictionally
impermissible for this Hon’ble Tribunal to adjudicate on issues which
have already been d.ealt with by SEBI and which are jurisdictionally

exclusively within SEBI’s domain.

With reference to paragraph 28 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Respondents
are targeting companies forming a part of the Petitioners' group of

companies and are acting in an arbitrary and oppressive manner

against them as alleged or at all.

With reference to paragraphs 29 and 30 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated heremabove and deny all
that 1s contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that
rejection of KCPL's request for pre-clearance for purchase of 50,000
equity shares of KBL is irrelevant for the purpose of this Petition.
KCPL!is not and cannot one of the Petitioner in the present Petition.
KCPL is not a member of KBL. KCPL’s grievance if any, cannot be a
ground for filing the present Petition alleging oppression and

ismanagement. Without prejudice to the above, I say that KCPL’s
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request for pre-clearance for purchase of 50,000 equity shares was
rejected on valid grounds as set out in KBL’s letters dated 6'
September 20116, 12" September 2016, and 3* November 2016. I say
that the ground for rejection of KCPL’s application for pre-clearance
is one of the grounds on which the same came to be rejected. The letter
dated 12™ September 2016 uses word ‘interalia’. As stated
hereinabove, KCPL being a company under the control and
management of Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 is bound k;y the terms of DFS
and therefore KCPL’s application was validly rejected same being in
violation of terms of DFS. Further, as Takeover Regulation prescribes
that every financial year promoters of a company can additionally
acquire upto 5% equity shares subject to limit of 75% total
shareholding and for such acquisition, permissible trades that can be
undertaken by the promoters and its group companies. By the time,
| KCPL applied for permission, the prescribed permissible trades under
Takeover Regulations were already approved by KBL to other
promoters and accordingly, permission in.favor of KCPL could not be
granted as the same would have been in violation o\f provisions of
Takeover Regulations. Therefore, not only was KCPL’s application
for preclearance required to be rejected on thé ground of the same
constituting the breach of the DFS, but, the same was also liable to be
rejected as it was seeking to enable a transaction which was also

violative of the takeover regulations.

22.20 With reference to paragraph 31 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate

herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
ontrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that reasons
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recorded in letter rejecting KCPL’s application for pre-clearance are
arbitrary and not in accordance with the provisions of law. I say that
by reason of KCPL’s complaint before SEBI for the reasons stazed
hereinabove, it is jurisdictionally and legally impermissible for this
Hon’ble Tribunal to adjudicate on issues which were raised bafore

SEBI and are exclusively within its jurisdictional domain.

With reference to paragraphs l32l and 33 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated heréinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that the
interpretive letter dated 3 February 2017 issued by SEBI does not
assist the Petitioners. SEBI's observation that a. pre-clearance
application cannot be rejected for any ulterior motive is not applicable
to the present case as the application for pre-clearance was not rejected |
for any ulterior-motive and have been rightfully and justifiably
rejected. On the contralry, it is Petitioner No0.2’s and KCPL’s
preclearance application which are for ulterior motives. In any event,
the interpretative letter has been issued without granting Respondent

No.1 or me the opportunity of hearing; does not bind KBL or me and

or this Hon’ble Tribunal.

With reference to paragraphs 34 to 36 of the Petition, | repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the
Respondents are denying rights available to Petitioner No. 2 in his
capacity as a past director of XBL. I deny that, KBL entered into

necessary correspondence with Petitioner No. 2 under the false
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pretext of understanding the purpose of the request for the Minutes. I
deny that such requisition for stating the purpose of request for minutes
was done to avoid providing copies of the signed minutes to Petitioner
No.2 as alleged or at all. I deny that, despite repeated notice, KBL has
failed to comply with the provisions of law. I deny that the affairs of
KBL are being mismanaged and are being carried out in a manner that
is oppressive to the Petitioners and without complying with relevant
provisions of laws. I say that KBL. has acted within the legal
parameters while requiring Petitioner No.2 to provide purpose of the
inspection of minutes of past board minutes and non-disclosure
undertaking.. In the present case, this has also been necessitated by
Petitioner No.2’ past conduct which demonstrates that he has indulged
in business activities which compete with KBL's business; has acted
against KBL’s interests and has also indulged in activities which have
un&emined and harmed KBL's intellectual property. As stated hereiﬁ,
the Sccretarial Sfandards permit KBL to ask for the aforesaid

information/ undertaking from past director.

22.23 With reference to paragraphs 37 and 38, 1 repeat andr reiterate herein
in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary
thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the transfer of 13.5
per cent shares of KBL from Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 and their family
members to Petitioner No.I on 6™ October 2010 was in compliance
with all the applicable law, rules and regulations. For the reasons stated

‘hereinabove, I repeat and reiterate that the transfer of 13.5% shares
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22.24 With reference to paragraphs 39 and 40, I repeat and reiterate herein

. 22.25

in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary
thereto and/or incﬁpsistent therewith. I deny that I have targeted Mr.
Anil Alawani as alleged or at all. Mr, Anil Alawani has mduiged in
activities which have been found to be a perpetuation of violation of
the 1992 PIT Regulations by the Petitioners. He therefore needs to
answer for his wrongdoings. As such, the Petitioners’ allegations are
being made only to protect a person who has assisted the Petitioners in
breaching the 1992 PIT Regulations. Petitioner Nos.2 and 3 along with
Mr. Anil Alawani misrepresented to the board of Petitioner No.1

company and misled the board of Petitioner No.l to wrongly believe

that forensic audit conducted by KBL was with respect to certain

alleged financial / operational weaknesses of KBL.

With reference to paragraph 41, I repeat and reiterate herein in extenso
all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is conﬁary thereto and/or
inconsistent therewith. I say that, from the independent forensic audit
conduct by KBL through an independent and external firm, KBL has
discovered that there were certain irregularities and illegalities
afﬂi;:téd to the transaction dated 6™ October 2010 and the same was in
violation of certain provisions of 1992 PIT Regulations. Further from
the said forensic audit, it i.s revealed that Mr. Anil Alawani was aware
of such irregularities. However, he failed / neglected to inform about

the same to me at the time of drafting and preparing response to SEBI

ACHK_
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22.26 With reference to paragraphs 42, 43 and 44, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Petitioner
Nos.2 and 3 acted in accordance with the provisions of applicable laws
and necessary / complete disclosures were made in relation to the 6™
October 2010 transaction to SEBI. I deny that the correspondence
referred to in the paragraph under reply was exchanged with a mala
Jide intention of harassing the Petitioners. For the reasons stated
hereinabove, I say that the correspondence with SEBI was and is bona

fide and furthers compliance with 1992 PIT Regulations.

22.27 With reference to paragraphs 45 to 49, [ repeat and reiterate herein in
extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary
thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that, the Petitioner Nos.2
and 3 along with Mr. Anil Alawani misrepresented to the Board of
Directors of Petitioner No.I that the “forensig audit” was conducted
by KBL in relation to alleged irregularities in the operations of KBL.
I repeat and reiterate that, the forensic audit was conducted in relation
to the illegalities and irregularities afflicted to the transfer of shares on
6™ October 2010 and was not in any manner related to the alleged
irregularities in the operations of KBL. I deny that auditors’
observations in annual report for the financial year 2015-16 identified
any weaknesses in operating effectiveness of KBL’s internal financial
control. I deny that Directors® report of KBL was inadequate and

unsatisfactory. I repeat and reiterate that KBL is under no obligation

o provide details / information / documents sought by the Petitioners

its letter dated 19% October 2016.
AT



22.28

22.29

22.30

568

With reference to paragraph 50, [ repeat and reiterate herein in extenso
all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary thereto and/or
inconsistent therewith, I deny that KBL avoided request made by Mr.
Mahesh Chhabria for a meeting by raising unnecessary and
unwarranted queries about his authority. I say that KBL was fully
justified in requesting Mr. Chhabria to furnish answers to the queries

in relation to Mr. Chhabria’s authority.

With reference to paragraph 51, I repeat and reiterate herein in extenso
all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary thereto and/or
inconsistent therewith. I deny that the affairs of KBL are conducted in
manner oppressive to Petitioners and minority shareholders of KBL. I
deny that the Petition discloses any acts of oppression and in any event,

deny that the alleged acts of oppression complained of in the Petition

‘are continuous acts of oppression and are continuing on the date of this

Petition. I deny that the conduct of the Respondent is burdensome
harsh and wrongful. I deny that the conduct of the Respondents lacks

probity, fair dealing and is causing great or any prejudice to the

Petitioners.

With reference to paragraph 52, Irepeat and reiterate herein in extenso
all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is contrary thereto and/or
inconsistent therewith. I deny that all that the compliance officer is
required to ascertain is whether a person who intends to sell shares is
in possession of any unpublished price sensitive information. I deny

that it is not open for the compliance officer of KBL to advert to the

FS while deciding an application for pre-clearance. I deny that there
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is 110 negative covenant in DFS restricting Petitioner No.2s right to
sell his shares. I deny that it is impermissible for Board of Directors of
KBL to interpret the “frue letter and spirit> of DFS. I deny that the
Board of Directors of KBL has misread the DFS. I deny that the refusal
to the pre-clearance Application is ultra vires the code of conduct and |
PIT regulation and amounts an abuse of power. [ deny that the refusal
is mala fide and is at my instance to oppress the Petitioner and prevent
them in exercising in legal and proprietary rights as shareholders of
KBL. I deny that I am oppressing the Petitioners and preventing them

from exercising legal and'proprietary rights as shareholders of KBL.

22.31 With reference to paragraph 53 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. 1 deny that I intended
to purchase the shares proposed to be sold by Petitioner No.2 with
mala fide intentions. I deny that I am in any manner coercing Petitioner
No.2 to sale its share to myself. The offer made by me to purchase the
shares proposed to be sold by Petitioner No.2 is in accordance with
letter and spirit of the DFS. I deny that KBL’s refusal to Petitioner
No.2’s application to sell its shares is oppressive and /or confrary to
the Code of Conduct and 2015 PIT Regulations. [ further deny that

Respondents actions are oppressive and /or in gross violation of law.

22.32 With reference to paragraph 54 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is

contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. The KCPL’s pre-
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validly rejected by the Compliance officer on the ground that the same
is in violation of the terms of the DFS and the proposed transaction
was not permissible under the takeover regulations. I deny that
KCPL’s Application for pre-clearance was rejected at my behest. I
further deny that the ailegation in relation to the mismanagement in

the affairs of KBL.

With referenc:e to paragraph 55 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenéo all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
éontrary thereto and/or i_nconsistent therewith. KBL is under my
control, ownership and management and there are no fetters on me
acquiring and/or selling the shares of KBL. I repeat and reiterate that
the applications for purchase / sale made by Petitioner No.2 and KCPL
was validly rejected by KBL and the allegations of oppression and

mismanagement in relation to such refusal are baseless and invalid,

With reference to paragraph 56 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I say that the
preclearance applications filed by Petitioner No.2 and KCPL were
rejected on valid and legal grounds and as per the provisions of 2015
PIT Regulations and other applicable laws. I deny that the Petitioners
right to carry out trade and business guaranteed under Article 19 of
Constitution of India is in any manner mfringed or violated by the
actions of the Respondents. I deny that I along with Respondent No.3

acted in collusion and connivance with the Compliance officer of

ACK
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law or illegal or unjustified or arbitrary or oppressive to the Petitioners

as alleged or at all.

With‘reference to paragraph 57 of the Petition, { repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or incbnsistent therewith. The Board of Directors
of KBL on 18" April, 2016 have validly adopted / recognized the DFS.
Accordingly, and pursuant to the Board Resolution passed on 18%
April, 2016, on 19% April, 2016 KBL addressed a letter to the Stock
Exchanges informing about the Board Resolution dated 18™April,
2016, wherein it was resolved that with respect to any proposal placed
before it for or in respect of the acquisition and transfer or disposal of
KBL’s shares and securities, by either of the parties to the DFS and
their families (other than me and my family), KBL’s board shall
recognize the terms of the DFS in letter and spirit read with the proviso
to Section 58(2) of the 2013 Act, and accordingly, ensﬁre that the DFS
is implemented and abided by. I deny that intimation of DFS to the
stock exchanges was an afterthought and /or the séme was made with
mala fide intent of preventing the Petitioners from transferring their
shares. [ say that Section 58(2) proviso of Companies Act, 2015 apply

with full force in the present case.

With reference to paragraph 58 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the DFS
does not contain any fetter on any of the signatories for either buying
éell shares in the company. I deny that DFS does not provide any

A,
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rights such as right of first refusal / preemption/ right of first offer, etc.

[ deny that the DFS does not provide for any restrictive covenant.

22.37 With reference to paragraph 59 of the P.etition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that :is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the
Petitioners applications for pre-clearance were not inconsistent with
terms and conditions of DFS. I deny that the terms of DFS cannot be
looked at by the Compliance officer of KBL while deciding the

application for preclearance.

22,38 With reference to paragraph 60 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that KCPL’s
application for pre-clearance was rejected by KBL at my behest or
Respondent No.3. 1 deny that seléct or any entities of the promoter
group of KBL are being oppressed. I further deny that affairs of KBL

are being mismanaged by those in charge of its affairs.

22.35 With reference to paragraph 61 of the Petition, [ repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. deny that Respondent
No.3 along with I are misusing powers as persons in management and
control of KBL. I further deny that the acts of the Respondents are

malafide unjust, biased, arbitrary and oppressing the Petitioners.

40 With reference to paragraph 62 of the Petition, | repeat and reiterate

herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
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contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Petitioner
No.Z was refused inspection of the minutes of the Board Meetings held
during the period when Petitioner No.2 was Director of KBL on false
and/or frivolous pretext. [ deny that the Petitioners have any basis for
any apprehension or allegation that the Respondents may engage in
large scale tampering of Minutes Book and create false record against
the Petitioners. I deny that refusal to furnish copies of the minutes of
Board Meeting by KBL in facts of the present case is in violation of

Section 118 of the Companies Act and /or Secretarial Standards-I. I

- deny that Respondents’ conduct lacks in probity and is unfair to the

2241

Petitioners. I say that for the reasons stated hereinabove, KBL is
legitimately entitled to call upon and require Petitioner No.2 to provide

KBL the non- disclosure undertaking as per applicable law.

With reference to paragraph 63 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
conirary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the reports
given by the statutory auditors of KBL demonstrate any material
weakness in the operative effectiveness/ accounts of KBL. I say that
the false purported concerns and allegations raised by Petitioner
No.1’s letter dated 19" October 2016, 14™ November 2016, 22
December 2016, 20" January 2017 and 10" February 2017 have been
adequately dealt withl by KBL vide its letter dated 14™ November,
2016, 22™ December, 2016, 27™anuary, 2017 and 23% February,
2017. I deny Mr. Chhabria’s (the independent Director of Petitioner
No.1) authority to meet the representatives .of KBL on behalf of
Petitioner No.1. I say that KBL did not refuse the proposed meeting

AEI
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between the independent directors of KBL and Mr. Mahesh Chhabria.
However Respondent no.l insisted on Mr. Chhabria providing
documents (including Board Resolution passed in this regard) showing
authorization given in his favor. I deny that the independent Directors
of Respondent No.l are not acting in their capacity as independent
directors and merely following Respondent No.3’s and my diktat. T
further deny that Respondent No.4 is a beneficiary of large amounts of

money from KBL and therefore is only acting as per my instructions.

With reference to paragraph 64 of the Petitic;n, [ repeat an;i reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therevﬁth. I deny that bogus record
is being created and reckless allegations are being made against the
Petitioner in order to oppress them. I say that the internal forensic audit
was conducted in relation to the transaction of transfer / éale of
securities 6f KBL in 2010 by Petitioner No.2, 3, their family members
to Petitioner No.1. I say that this internal forensic audit was carried out
to ensure good corporate govemnance and I deny that the same was

conducted in any manmner to oppress the Petitioners.

With reference to paragraph 65 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Respondent
No. 3, 9 and myself are abusing their powers in order to coerce the
Petitioners into selling their shares to myself. I deny that Respondent
Nos.2‘t0 9 have been acting ina discrimingtory manner to cause unfzir

prejudice and to oppress the Petitioner as alleged or at all. I say that
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Petitioners have come to this Hon’ble Arbitral Tribunal with malafide
intentions, ulterior motives and unclean hands and do not deserve any
reliefs under Sections 241, 242 and 244 of Companies Act, 2013. I say
that no order as prlayed for in the Petition including the order of
framing any scheme for management administration control of KBL
ought t.o be passed. 1 further say that no case for appointment of an
independent chairman or administrator for KBL has been made out by
the Petitioners. I deny that in absence of intervention of this Hon’ble
Tribunal the Respondent Nos. 2 to 9 will continue to prejudice and

harm the Petitioners as alleged or at all,

With reference to paragraph 66 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that [ have
repeatedly or on any occasion misused my position of being a
Chairman and Managing Director of KBL and acted in a manner
prejudicial to the interest of the Petitioners or to the detriment of KBL.
1 further deny that I have acted in male fide and wrongful manner in
breach of his fiduciary duty to further my perscnal ulterior motive as
alleged or at all. I vehemently deny and oppose the prayer for my

removal as Chairman and Managing Director of KBL.

With reference to paragraph 67 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny éll that 1s-
contrary thereto and/ of inconsistent therewith. [ deny that Respondent
Nos.2 and 4 to 9 have repeatedly or on any occasion failed to discharge

their fiduciary duties towards the Petitioner as well as KBL. I say that
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for the reasons stated herein, none of the instances cited by the
Petitioners demonstrate that Respondent Nos.2 to 9 have acted in

manner prejudicial to the interest of the Petitioners and /or KBL.

With reference to paragraph 68 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso ail that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Réspondent
Nos.4 to 9 are acting at my behest and Respondent No. 3. I further
deny that Board of Directors of KBL is not acting in the best interest
of KBL. T further deny that the Board of Directors of KBL has acted
.in a mala fide manner with an intention of defeating the rights of
Petitioners as alleged or at all. I vehemently oppose the prayer for
appointment of Petitioners nominees on the Board of Directors of KBL
in proportion to their shareholding in KBL, all the more after another
entity under the contro! of inter alia Petitioner Nos. 2 and 3 viz. KOEL
has already breached the terms of the DFS as explained by me above
by acquiring LGM, a company engaged in a directly competing
business with KBL., The Petitioners who have wrongdoers cannot seek

any equitable relief under Section 241 and 242 of the Companies Act.

With reference to paragraph 69 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is

contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Petitioner

No.1 is entitled to receive the information and inspection sought. I say
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in law. I further say and submit that the grounds for seeking inspection

are mala fide and baseless.

With reference to paragraph 70 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
heréin in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that KBL is
being run as per my whims and fancies without following law or any
corporate governance. I deny that Respondent No.3 and myself are
running the affairs of KBL without any regard to the interest and ri ghts
of the Petitioners and the best interest of KBL. I say that KBL did not
deny the request of Petitioner No.2 for inspection of the Minutes of
Board Meeting held during the period for whick he was a Director of
KBL. KBL has only in accordance with the provisions of Secretarial
Standards I called upon the Petitioner No.2 to prc»{ride a non-disclosure
undertaking along with reasons for request of the inspection of the
Minutes of Board Meeting held during his tenure as a Director on the
board of KBL. I deny that there is any basis for the Petitioners’
apprehension or allegation that the Respondents may tamper with the
Minutes to creafe a false record with the Petitioners. I in any event
deny that the Respondents have any intention to carry out such actions.
I oppose the prayer for direction against the Respondents to provide

signed copies of the Minutes of Board Meeting of KBL.

With reference to paragraph 71 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate

herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that Petitioners

have created bogus records in relation to the forensic audit conducted

ACH
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to the 2010 transfer of shares transactions. I deny that Petitioners are
kept out of the affairs of KBL and in any event deny that the Petitioners
have any right to interfere in the affairs of KBL. The ownership,
management and control of KBL as per the DFS and as per my rights
as a shareholder having a controlling stake, vests in me. The
Petitioners are provided with all relevant information and documents
whi(;h they are entitled to the shareholders of KBL. ] oppose the prayer
for appointment of an independént auditor as a Court commissioner

for conducing affairs of KBL.

22.50 With reference to paragraph 72 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
~ herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrafy thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. 1 deny that the
compliance officer of KBL is acting as a mere puppet of Respondent
Nos.3 and myself. I say that the compliance officer of KBL is an
independent office who has independently taken the decision in
accordance with law. I further say that compliance officer is not made
a party to the present Petition and therefore no allegation of any nature
whatsoever can be made without making him a party to the present
proceedings. I deny that the compliance officer is merely acting at
behest of Respondent No.3 and myself. I oppose the prayer for

removal of compliance officer of KBL.

22.51 With reference to paragraph 73 of the Petition, | repeat and reiterate

herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
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a compliance officer cannot advert to any other document/ material /
decision taken by the Board of Directors of the company under the

provisions of Companies Act and /or any other law for the time being.

With reference to paragraph 74 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that the
provisions of DFS cannot be:'taken into consideration by KBL for
deciding any application for pre-clearance submitted by the

Petitioners,

With reference to paragraph 75 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that there is any
reason or cause for any loss of confidence between the shareholders
and management of the company. I deny that the Petition makes out
any case which demonstrates a basis for such a loss of confidence, I in
any event deny that loss of confidence between the shareholders and
management of the company is a ground for filing a Petition for

oppression and mismanagement;

With reference to paragraph 76 of the Petition, ! repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith, 1 deny that the present
case is a fit case for this Hon’ble Tribunal to exercise its equitable and
discretionary jurisdiction. I say that KBL through its Board of
Directors has validly and legally taken the cognizance of DFS and

KBL has validly rejected the Application for pre-clearance by the

AR
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Petitioner on the ground that the same are contrary to and in violation
of DFS accordingly no order directing the Respondent to decide the
Application for pre-clearance submitted by the Petitioner without

having regard to the DFS can be passed.

With reference to paragraphs 77 and 78 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and 'deny all
that is' contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that
interest of justice, fair play, and balance of convenience requires grant
of interim reliefs in favor of the Petitioners. I deny that irreparable
harm and hardship will be caused to the Petitioner if the interim reliefs
are not granted. On the contrary, if the interim reliefs prayéd for in the

Petition are granted irreparable harm, loss and injury will be caused to

the Respondents.

With reference to paragraphs 79 and 80 of the Petition, I repeat and
reiterate herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all
that is contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith, 1 deny that
Petitioners have not filed any proceedings before any other Tribunal
and/or authority in respect of the subject matter of the present Petition.
Isay tha‘tll.’etitioners have submitted complaints before the SERI in the

past in relation to the Respondents action complained of in the present

Petition.

With reference to paragraph 81 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate

herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
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hereinabove, the Petitioners are not entitled to any of the final, interim

and-ad-interim reliefs prayed for in the Petition.

With reference to paragraph 82 of the Petition, I repeat and reiterate
herein in extenso all that is stated hereinabove and deny all that is
contrary thereto and/or inconsistent therewith. I deny that there is any
ﬁrgency in the present matter. [ say that the Petitioners have not made
any case for urgency in the Petition and deny that the Petitioners are
entitled to any of the final, interim and ad-interim reliefs prayed for in

the Petition.

With reference to paragraph 83 of the Petition, | say that for al] of the
reasons stated hereinabove, the Petition is plainly unmeritorious and
no reliefs are liable to be granted thereon and it is therefore respectfully

submitted that the Petition be dismissed with costs.

o

) Before me,
BEFORE MEB

This 13™ day of July, 2018 ) e ATR
ADVOCATE & NOTH

UNION OF (NI0A /)74

BREATER MUMEA
REGD 1. 2125
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-
M/s. Crawford Bayley & Co. f—_i‘f};ﬁi’;wwzﬁ's/ |
Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1 and 2 | Date }ELQZ/&M .
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Exrmert A 26
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MIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company

CERTIFIER COPY OF THE RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED AT ITS MEETING HELD ON DECEMBER 21, 2020 AT
YAMUNA, 8. NO, 98(3 TO 7), PLOT NO.3, BANER, PUNE 411 045

“RESOLVED THA'T (i) Mr. Umesh Qosavi ~ Agsoclale Vice Fresident & Heud — Legal (il) Mr.
Sandeep Phadnis ~ Company Secratary (llij) Mr. Raghunath Apte - Dlvislonai Manager
(Secrstarial), (iv) Mr. Yogeshkumar Deshpande - Manager (Legal) (v} Mr. Siddhesh Mandke
- Manager (Secretarial) and (vi) Mr. Jagdish Kalekar — Manager (Legal), be and are hersby
individually and sevarally authorized willh the followlng powers:-

To do one or more things In relation lo lagal matlers / proceedings regarding or relaling to
the Company, which are pending and/or may be instituted by the Company and/or may be
defended by the Company before various courts, fora, tribunals (inciuding the Nallonal
Company Law Tribunal ("NCLT", the National Company Law Appellate Tribunal ("NCLAT")
and Securities Appellate Tribunal (“SAT")), other judiclal and/or quasi-judiclal authorilles
and/ar before any governmental authorilles and/or before any arbitrators / medlators /
conclllators with respect to the matters arising oul of Deed of Family Setilement amongst the
promoters relating 1o ownership, managemeni and contiro! by the few of them and ownership
of Intellectual property rights, as the case may be, including but not limited (o -

[ representing tha Company In various lagal matters / procaedings;

ii. on behalf of the Company, to make, prepare, file, nstitute and/or defend Suits,
Applications, Petilione, Appeals, Complaints, Execullons and / or any other legal
proceedings befors any courts, fora, tribunals (including the NCLT, NCLAT and SAT),
othar Judiclal and/or quasi-judicial authorities and/or before any governmental authcrities
in respact of any and all matiers whether clvll or criminal;

li. on behall of the Company, to Institule, prosecute and/or defend any and all legal
proceedings, including exacuting consent terms, withdrawing any legal proceedings,
opposing, appearing and/or appaaling in any legal proceadings, nol limited to execution
proceedings, settlements, campromise and/or dlsputes, Instituting, submitting to and
defending Arbitrations, accepting service of processas and notices and glving security
and/or Indomnltics for coota, paying monay Inte Court and oblaining payment of any
monay lodged I Court; '

iv. on behalf of the Company, te file legal proceadings Including Sults, Appeals, Camplaints,
Wrlllen Statements and/or Replles and/or all other relavant ariclilary and/or consequential
pleadings, documents, Affidavits, Declarations from time to llme, as required in such
various legal proceedings;

v. on behalf of the Company to Infllale / parlicipate in any arbliratlon/ medlation /
coneillation procags;

vl. on behalf of the Company, to demand, collect, receive, deposit, withdraw in the name of

- and on behalf of the Company all delys, sums of money, advances, claims, mesne
. profits and/or other monles due to the Company and to give effectual recelpts and
discharges there for, furthar {o take/instiute all legal proceedings and means lor
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KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company
recovering and realizing debls and advances and aiso to commence, prasgcuie and/or

defend at law all actions, suils, claims, demands, complaints and/or dispules in the name
of and on behalf of the Company; '

vil.on behalf of the Company, to verily, sign, swear, affirm, declare, dellver, make, enter Into,
acknowledge, record and execute (whether physically or digitally, as permissible} all
pleadings, authorities, vakalatnamas, deeds, declarations, instruments, Plaints, Appeals,
Complaints, Affidavits, Objections, Applications, Notices and any other pleadings/writings
whatsoever, as may be necessary, proper and expedient and all manner of documents
including Petitions, Affidavits and Applications and all ancillary / consequential pleadings
relating thareto or arising therefrom in connaction with all legal matters/ legal
proceedings relating 1o or concerning the Company, under varlous laws, including
corporale laws, securities laws and/or Inteliectual proparty laws;

vili. on behalf of the Company, fo file Application(s) including for Renaewal of Trade Mark(s),
fila Applications for Opposition of Trade Marks and other requisite documents, Aflidavits,
Replies, Counter-Affidavits, Daclarations from time to lime in relation 1o various
intellectual Property Malters (inciuding Trade Mark, Copyright, Patent and Design
matters) of the Company before the appropriate authorities and/or before any Court /
tribunal / fora; _

ix. to initiate legal action/defend on behalf of the Company any and all proceedings under
the Intellectual Property Laws, Including the Trade Marks Act, 1888 and Copyright Act
16857,

x. an behall of the Company, to accep! sarvice of notlces and/or all other processas which
may from time to time be issued in connection with any or all of the aforesaid matlars
and/or lagal procesdings,

xi. on behalf of the Carmpany, to produce all documents and/or evidence In connection with
any or all of the aforesaid matters and/or legal proceedings; -

xii.to represent the Company before any and ali Court, fora, libunals {including NCLT,
NCLAT and SAT) and/or other judicial and/or quasi-judicial authoritles and/or before any
governmental authotitles;

xili. on behalf of the Company, 1o appoint, instruct and engage Senior Counsel, Counsel,
Sollcitors, and/or Advocates for any or all of the aloresaid purposes, with the power to
discharge them and appaint athar Senior Counsel, Counsel, Solicitors and/or Advocates
in their place;

xiv. on behalf of the Company, 1o negetiate, finalize and/or approve the professicnal faes
and axpenses of Senjor Counsel, Counsel, Sollcitors andlor Advocates as engaged on
bahalf of the Company;

xv.on behalf of the Company, te do and perform all such olher acts, deeds, matters and
things as may be necessary, prapar, expedient or ap ro riate to effectively carry out any

or all of the aforesaid purposes; : i
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KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED ; Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Comgany
The powers conferred hereinabove are in supersession of the P;:wers already conierred, i

any, upon the said attorney(s).

The powers conferred hersinabove shall be valid only il aggsh time each of the said
Attorney(s) is in the employment of the Company.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any one of the Directors and thét’lpmpany Secratary, of the
Company, be and are hereby aulhorized severally to issue a certified rue copy of this

resolution.”

Far Kiﬂoakaf Brothers Limited

/“f’ L‘\MO

Sandesp Phadnis
Company Secretary
Pune : January 11, 2021

True Copy
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Annexuve 6

Section: IX

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Petitioner
Versus
Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondents
IN
SL Particulars Spare  Court Fees
No. Copies
1 Further Additional Affidavit on
behalf of the Petitioner along ;.3 Rs.20/-
with Annexures A to C.
%10 HT10
oo ik
25-NOV-2021 25-NOV-2021

i

AT T

Dated this 29" day of November, 2021

(i

L Card No.5222 A K. Srivastava 0.
Office Phone Nos.23322311/23320912 Advocates for the Petitioner
Chambers Mob. No.9213142970 Plaza Cinerna Building,

7, Lawyers Chambers, 7838353242 Connaught Circus,
Supreme Court of India New Delhi-110001

New Delhi Code No.386

Ph.: 23387608



IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021

IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Petitioner
Versus

Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondents

Further Additional Affidavit on behalf of the Petitioner

(For INDEX please see inside)

Advocates for the Petitioner: M/S. GAGRAT & CO.
Filed on: 29.11.2021
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA @‘,ﬁ

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION ‘%(;;,

SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 202 * v
IN THE MATTER OF:
Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Petitioner
VERSUS
Aful Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondents

ADDITIONAL AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF THE
PETITIONER

I, Umesh Gosavi $/0. Madhav Gosavi, aged about 58 years,

Indian inhabitant, having my office at ‘Yamuna’, Survey No
98/(327), Plot No.3, Baner, Pune 411 045, Maharashtra, do hereby
solemnly affirm and state as under:
1. I am the Associate Vice President and Head- Legal of the
Petitioner. I am conversant with the relevant facts relating to the
present case and therefore, I am competent to depose to and file
this further Additional Affidavit on behalf of the Petitioner.

2. I am authorized to file the present Additional Affidavit
under a Power of Attorney dated 5™ April, 2017, in my favour.

3. At the very outset, I repeat and reiterate the contents of the
Petition for Special Leave to Appeal filed herein (“the present
Petition”’) and the Additional Affidavit filed on 18.11.2021. I am
filing the present Further Additional Affidavit for the purpose of
placing on record, what we presently believe are two Lists of
Companies / entities under the control of (A)i) Atul

1
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KlrlOSkaI/ReSpondem No. 1 (ii) Rahul erloskar/Respondent | .
No.3, and (iii) Mr. Nihal Kulkarni/ Respondent No 16and (B)Mr,

Vikram Kirloskar / Respondent No. 2 and -the:tr. respecuve nuclear

family members. The aforesaid individuals are signatories to the

Deed of Family Settlement dated 11.09.2009 ("DFS") but the

Companies / entities under their control, are:not signatoties to-the -

DES.

4. At the hearmg held on 25 11 2021 before thls Hon’ble;:g-;;_. R

Court, the Learned Semor Counsel- appeanng--for the Respondent k

No. 1,3.to 6 and 12 to 20 had mter alia had purported to submit

that these Compames / ent1t1es are not s1gnatorles to the DFS and |
are not parties before this Hon‘ble Court and hence cannot be
patties to mediation /arbltratlon and are not bound by the DES.
After deliberations before this Hon ble Court the said Learned"'
Senior Counsel for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6__a_nd_ 12 to 20 sought -
time to take instructions, when this Hon’ble Court passed an Order

- recording as-under:

“At the request of Mr. Ritin Rai, learned senior: cotinsel
appearing on behalf of respondent Nos. 1, 3106 and 910 17
in SLP(C)No: 822172021 to.énable Him to seek mstructzans
list on 02. 12 2021 " - .

5. Irespectfully subtnit':t'hat--Re"spondje:ntziNo;f 27 herein'in his

Affidavit dated 18.11.2021 filed in this Hon’ble Court on behalf

of the said Respondent and his nuclear family, has already

confirmed that —

“I and my nuclear Family hereby confirm that we will-

ensure that all companies/entities ur.der our management /

control (including Respondent No. 24 wh.zch has already____

taken _an record and dzsclosed h




unconditionally submit to mediation and this Hon'ble Court
should in the interest of justice direct all the other
signatories to the DFS that the they should ensure that all
entities / companies under their respective management /
control should also unconditionally submit themselves to
mediation.”,
6.  This confirmation has been given by Respondent No, 27
herein and his nuclear family on behalf of companies / entities
under their management/control though these companies / entities
are not parties to or signatories to the DFS; to ensure that the
mediation would be holistic, fulsome and meaningful. I seek leave
of this Hon’ble Court to place on record a List of the Companies /
entities, which 1 bona fide believe are under the control and
management of Respondent No. 27 herein and his nuclear family,
which are not parties to and signatories to and signatories to the
DES, nor are parties before this Hon'ble Court and which
companies / entities will submit to mediation /arbitration, as
directed by this Hon’ble Court. A copy of the List of
companies/entities under the Respondent No. 27 herein 's
management/ control, which are not parties to and signatories to
the DFES and also not parties before this Hon'ble Court is annexed
hereto and marked as Annexure “‘A”. Cj% - =1 [,) .

7. I also seek leave of this Hon'ble Court to place on record,
for the consideration of this Hon’ble Court, a List of Companies /
entities which according to publicly available materials, under the
conirol and management of (i) Mr. Atul Kirloskar / Respondent
No. 1, (i1) Mr. Rahul Kirloskar / Respondent No. 3 and (iii) Mr.
Nihal Kulkarni / Respondent No. 16 and their respective nuclear

3




families but are not parties or signatories to the DFS nor are they
parties before this Hon'ble Court. A List of these Companies /
entities is annexed hereto and marked as Annexure “B”. L% - I ':F "35:_) *

8. I submit that this Hon’ble Court should direct (i) Mr., Atul
Kirloskar / Respondent No, 1, (ii) Mr. Rahul Kirloskar /
Respondent No. 3 and (iii) Mr. Nihal Kulkarni / Respondent No.,
16 and the members of their respective nuclear families to file
Affidavits before this Hon’ble Court confirming the list of
companies / entities under their management / control which are
not parties to or signatories to the DFS or parties before this
Hon’ble Court.

9. I also seek leave of this Hon’ble Court to place on record,
for the consideration of this Hon’ble Court, a List of Companies /
entities which according to publicly available materials, are under
the control and management of Mr. Vikram Kirloskar /
Respondent No. 2 and his respective nuclear family but are not
parties or signatories to the DFS nor are they parties before this

Hon'ble Court. A List of these Companies / entities is annexed

hereto and marked as Annexure “C”.. C%Y’ 5"7 - ’}) .

10. I submmit that this Hon’ble Court should direct Mr. Vikram

Kirloskar / Respondent No. 2 and the members of his nuclear

family to file Affidavits before this Hon’ble Court confirming the
list of companies / entities under their management / control which
are not parties to or signatories to the DFS or parties before this
Hon’ble Court.




11. I further state and submit that in 2021, and even after
deliberations before this Hon’ble Court on 27.07.2021, (when the
matter was adjourned to enable the Parties to explore the
possibility of mediation) some or all of Respondent Nos. 1,3 to 6
and 12 to 20 appear to have, directly/ indirectly incorporated
companies such as Optiqua Pipes and Electricals Pvt. Ltd. in
February, 2021 and acquired a stake in other companies such as
ESVA Pumps India Pvt. Ltd in August, 2021; which companies,
based upon materials publicly available, appear to be engaged in
business activities which are / could be in competition with that of
the Petitioner herein:, The details of these companies, based on

publicly available materials, are mentioned below: -

1. Optiqua Pipes and Electricals Private Limited (“OPEPL” /
“Company™), a company limited by shares, was
incorporated on 19th February, 2021 having its Corporate
Identification Number as U29304GJ2021PTC and its
registration number as 120412. OPEPL is a wholly owned
subsidiary of Respondent No. 22 herein i.e., La-Gajjar
Machineries Private Limited. Furthermore, Respondent No.
22 ie, La- Gajjar is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Respondent No. 21 i.e., KOEL which in turn controlled by

Respondent No. 1 and Respondent No. 3. I state that
Respondent No. 22 which is wholly owned subsidiary of
Respondent No. 21 has 100% equity stake in OPEPL which
is directly/indirectly controlled by the Respondent No. 1 or
3.




1.

1i,

1v.

The object of OPEPL: according to its Memorandum of
Association is set out below:

“To carry on business in India or elsewhere of
designing, developing, manufacturing, processing,
buying, selling, trading, importing, exporting,
producing, extracting, generating, assembling,
hiring, bartering, distributing, testing, instajling,
condition, reconditioning, servicing, repairing,
hamessing, contracting, maintaining, converting,
altering or otherwise dealing in all types of all types
of pipes, pipe fittings and pipes accessories used on
Agriculture, Construction, Mechanical, Electrical &
any other Industries, ail types of pumps, cables,
chains, anchors, belts, wires, cords, conductors,
valves, control panels, controllers, mechanical,
electrical machinery plant and fittings, motors,
machineries related irrigation including micro
irrigasion, tanks, water storage and distribution
machines or devices and other allied products.™

It hence appears that OPEPL has been incorporated in 2021,
to engage in businesses competitive with that of the

Petitioner herein.

It is further pertinent to note, that the Directors of OPEPL
are (1) Mr. S. Nimkar (who 1s a Director of KOEL and La-
Gajjar Machineries Pvt. Ltd.), (ii) Mr. P. K. Agarwal (who
isa Diréctor of La-Gajjar Machineries Pvt. Ltd. and ESVA
Pumps India Pvt. Ltd.} and (iii) Ms. Gauri Kirloskar (who
is a Director of KOEL and La-Gajjar Machineries Pvt,
Ltd.).

ESVA Pumps India Private Limited (“ESVA” /
“Company”), a company limited by shares, was
incorporated on 26" May, 2020 having its Corporate
Identification Number as U31909TZ2020PTC033814 and

&




Vi.

Vii.

ESVA is situated in the State of Tamil Nadu. The Optiqua
Pipes and Electricals Private Limited which is a wholly
owned subsidiary of Respondent No. 22 ie. La-Gajjar,
which is in turn a wholly owned subsidiary of Respondent
No. 21 i.e. KOEL has acquired a 49% equity stake in ESVA
Pumps India Private Limited in around August, 2021. The
Object of ESVA according to its Memorandum of

Association is set out as under: -

“To carry on the business as producers,
manufacturers, exporters, buyers, sellers, traders,
distributors and dealers in all kinds of pumps and
motors including allied spares and components, Iron
Casting and all types of casting and Alloys used for
commercial, agricultural, industrial and domestic
purposes.”

According to the Articles of Association of ESVA, certain
spectal rights have been accorded to OPEPL including as
regards, representation on its Board, reserved matters and

transfer of shares.

it hence appears that OPEPL has in or after August, 2021,
acquired a 49% stake in ESVA, since ESVA can engage in
businesses competitive with that of KBL

Vahinie Engineering (“Vahinie”) is a Partnership firm. It
appears from the corporate records of ESVA Pumps India
Pvt Ltd, as of September 2021, as available in the public
domain, that the two current Partners of Vahinie
Engineering appear to be (i} V. Bharanitharan and (ii) Mrs,
C. Shanthi. The said two persons are also Directors and
shareholders of ESVA Pumps India Pvt Ltd (in which
Optiqua Pipes and Electricals Pvt Ltd (which is a wholly

7
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owned subsidiary of La-Gajjar Machineries Pvt. Ltd.
(Respondent No. 22), and which is in turn a wholly owned
subsidiary of KOEL i.e., Respondent No. 21 holds a 49%
stake). It appears that the said V. Bharanitharan and Mrs. C.
Shanti hold a 51% stake in ESVA. It is pertinent to note that
on the website of Vahinie, it has been disclosed that it is a
manufacturer .c'!nlf Electrical Motors and Pumps. The website
of Vahinie also inter alia mentions the following

information and which is reproduced herein below: -

Section dealing with “About Us”

“Vahinie Engineering provides innovative water
managemeni solutions in the field of Domestic &
Agriculture segment right across the country. Our
nurtured dream is to provide systematic, prompt,
customer friendly and complete water management
solutions. It goes unsaid that the product under
“AgquanxX” is well known for its quality,
consistency and value for many approaches in terms
af product quality and
PETOrMaNCe. ccivivsvvsarivueinerivyrinesni

VAHINIE ENGINEERING has 4 units with a
manufacturing capacity of over 1000 pump sets per
day. The existing infrastructure includes |
automated foundry for castings, 3 manufacturing
units and the latest laboratory instruments & testing
facilities. The R & D department is committed to the

© design of new products and to the improvement of the
performance and efficiency of its current product
range..."”

Section dealing with “Products”

The following products have been enlisted on
Vahinie’s website:

“Regenerative Self Priming Pumps
Super Suction Self Priming Pumps
Shallow Well Jet Self Priming Pumps
Centrifugal Jet Pumps
Centrifugal Monoblock Pumps
Pressure Booster Pumps

8




o Single Phase  Horizontal  Openwell
Submersible Pumps

* 3 Phase Openwell Submersible Pumps
4" Borewell Submersible Pumps

e 6" Borewell Submersible Pumps

Induction Motors™

Vahinie according to its own website, appears to be engaged
in businesses competitive with that of KBL. It further
appears that there appears to be a business relationship /
engagement between Vahinie, KOEL, La-Gajjar
Machineries Pvt. Ltd., OPEPL and ESVA.
12. I state and submit that the aforesaid facts corroborate our
concerns and contentions that despite the Clause 15 and 16 of the
Deed of Family Settlement (wherein it was stated that no signatory
to the DFS and any one claiming under or through them (viz.
companies / entities under thelr management / control) would
engage in a competltlve busmqss) and despite the pendency of the
aforementioned prd’ edmgs before this Hon’ble Court, the
Respondents have been acqumng stakes in companies and
establishing business relationships to engage in business activities

competitive with the Petitioner herein. This goes against the very

grain and purpose, and the letter and spirit of the DFS.

13.  The Petitioner prays that in the interests of justice and to
avoid any further litigation before various Hon’ble Courts, this
Hon'ble Court should direct not only all signatories to the DES but
all companies / entities (whether present and future), under their
management/control to unconditionally submit themselves to

mediation/arbitration as this Hon’ble Court may direct.
FOR KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS 1.7D.

RPYINN
UMESH S0OSAVI

ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDENT
5MO R £ CORPORATE LEGAL DEPONENT




VERIFICATION:

Verified at ___Pudg on 2 "day of November, 2021

that the contents of this Affidavit are true and correct to the best
of my knowledge and belief and are based on the records of the
case and no part of it is false and nothing material has been

concealed therefrom.

= puNE W
_;f';g REGD. NG, 2675

BEFORE ME
1o ¥
MADHAV VISHVAPRAKASH KIRAD
ADVOCATE & NOTARY

Riat:- 269, Nana Peth, Hinmata Chowk,
PUNE - 471002

NOTED & REG. AT
5Ra HQ&@FJ&JR z’ﬁmm**ug

7 9 NOV 2021

10



ANNEXURE - A l }

SANJAY KIRLOSKAR (DIN 00007885) AND HIS FAMILY, WHICH
ARE NOT SIGNATORIES TO THE DFS OR PARTIES TO THE SLPS;

"Sr. No Name of the Companies / Entifies

1. |Kirloskar Ebara Pumps Limited, a company incorporated and

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing

CIN No. U29120MH1988PLC045865) - KBL holds 45% of the

paid up share capital.

// 2. |Karad Projects and Motors Limited, a company incorporated

and organised under the laws of the Republic of India (beating

CIN No.

U45203PN2001PLC149623) - Whg!lv owned subsidiary of
KBL

3. | The Kolhapur Steel Limited, a company Mcorporated and

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing

CIN No. U27106MH1965PLC013212) —~ KBL holds 98% of

paid up share capital

4. | Kirloskar Corrocoat Private Limited, a company incorporated

L B




/o

'CIN No.

share capital

“and organised under the laws of the Réf)lu'blic of India (bearing|

U28920PN2006PTC022240) - KBL holds 65% of paid up|

incorporated and organised under the laws of The -
Netherlands (bearing registration no. 34281727) — Wholly

owned subsidiary of KBL

" IKirloskar Brothers International B.V., a body corporate|

4839607) - Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL.

| SPP Pumps Limited, a body corporate incorporated and

organised under the laws of England (bearing registration no.}

stepdown subsidiary of KBL

‘Kirloskar Brothers (Thailand) Limited, a body corporatg

incorporated and organised under the laws of Thailand

‘stepdown subsidiary of KBL

SPP Pumps MENA LLC., an entity organised under the laws|

of Egypt (bearing registration no. 2063) - Wholly gwng_g_

P

Kirloskar Pompen B.V., a body corporate incorporated and

organised under the laws of The Netherlands (bearing




E

subsidiary of KBL

10.

Micawber 784 (Proprietary) Limited, a body corporate
incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of|

South Africa (bearing registration no. 2008/020819/07) -

Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

11. | SPP Pumps International Pty. Ltd., a body corporate
incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of|
South Africa (bearing registration no.  2013/225348/07) ~:
Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

12. | SPP France S A S, an enﬁty'organised under the Jaws of|

| owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

France (bearing registration no. 32835778500034) - Wholly:'

. |SPP Pumps Inc, a body corporate incorporated and

organised under the laws of U.S.A. (bearing registration no..

20-4412188) - Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

14,

SPP Pumps (South Africa) (Pty) Limited, a body corporate

“South Africa (bearing registration no. 2013/16526/07)- Whollyj

owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of]

15.

‘Braybar Pumps (Proprietary) Limited, Benoni, a body

corporate incorporated and organised under the laws of the

3




!

2010/002017/07)- Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

'Republic of South Africa (beéring registration

16.

Rodelta Pumps International B.V.,, a body 'c'bl'fp'orate"'
incorporated and organised under the laws of The

Netherlands (bearing registration no. 27307856) - Wholly}

owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

17.

under the laws of The Netherlands (bearing registration no_,.

65007964) - Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

18.

"SPP Real Estate LLC, an entity organised under the laws of|

U.S.A (bearing registration no. 38-3886250) - Wholly owned|

| stepdown subsidiary of KBL

19, ':"S'yhcro'ﬂd; Inc., a body corporate incorporated and organise )/

- Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of KBL

20.

SPP Pumps (Asia) Co. Limited, a body corporateincorporafé{i_f

and organised under the laws of Thailand (bearing registration '_

under the laws of U.S.A (bearing registration no. 58-0951803)} 4~ :

no. 0105559080895) - Wholly owned stepdown subsidiary of}

| KBL

21.

SPP Pumps (Singapore) Pte. Limited, a body corpotate:

incorporated and organised under the laws of Singaporgs,

\}).A\W"“
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| (bearing registration no. 2016'1;41'9‘85)' - Wholly _owned

- stepdown subsidiary of KBL

22.

| registration no. 04890277) - Wholly owned  stepdown

| subsidiary of KBL

Rotaserve Limited, a body corporate incorporated ar'id:

organised under the laws of the United Kingdom (bearing

23

Rotaserve Mozambique, a Body corporale incorporated and
organised under the laws of the Republic of South Africa:

(bearing registration no. 100821869) - Wholly owned|

stepdown subsidiary of KBL

7

- | AAH-2867) — KBL has a 50% share of profit,

KBL Synerge LLP, a fimited liability partnership registered|
under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No..:

and organwised under the laws of the Republic of india (bearing|

{ This Company is not KBL's subsidiary - 99.98% of its shares

‘Prakar Investments Private Limited, a company incorporated

CIN No. U74110MH1992PT C064861)

are held by Mr. S.CKirlogskar fointly with Mrs. Pratima

Kirloskar

26.

-Any other companies / bodies corporate/ entities (whether (x)

‘incorporated/ organized or (y) to be incorporated/ organised in




[C

‘the Republic of India or overseas) which in the future come|
under the control (as such term is defined in Section 2(27) of}
the Cos. Act, 2013) of Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar (DIN 00007885)|
and/or his respective nuclear family members (viz Mrs.
Pratima Kirloskar, Mr. Alok Kirloskar and Ms. Rama Kirloskar), |

‘which cannot be presently identified.
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ANNEXURE B

LIST_OF COMPANIES/ ENTITIES UNDER THE CONTROL OF (i
ACKIRLOSKAR (ACK) & HIS NUCLFAR FAMILY: (i)

R.C.KIRLOSKAR (RCK) & HIS NUCLEAR FAMILY; AND/OR {iily MR,

NIHAL KULKARNI(NGK/NK) & HIS NUCLEAR FAMILY; WHICH ARE

NOT PARTIES IN.SLP NOS. (i) 8020 of 2021 (KBL v. ACK & Ors.

8221 of 2021 (SCK & Ors. v. ACK & Ors) and (jii) 10370 of 2021

(KOEL & Ors. v. SCK & Ors.)

Sr.No Name of the Cozﬁpaniés / Entities
1. | Kiloskar Ferrous Industries Limited, a company incorporated|

and organised under the laws of the Republic of India
| (bearing CIN No. L27101PN1991PLC063223) —

The Promoter. Holding aggregates to 59.08%

Of which Mr. ACK holds 2.15%. Mr. RCK holds 2.25%, Mr.|

NGK holds 0.56% and Kirloskar Industries Lid.(which is

controlled by ACK/ RCK) hoids 51.03% of the paid up share|
capital of KFIL. |

2. Kirloskar_Industries_Limited, a company incorporated and|

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing'




|8

'CIN No. L70100PN1978PLC088972) —

The Promoter Holding aggregates to 72.84%
Of which Mr. ACK holds 16.97%, Mr. RCK holds 24.1% and|

Mr. NGK holds 6.07% of the paid up share capital of KiL .

Kirloskar _Pneumatic _Company _Limited, a company}

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of}
India (bearing CIN No. L29120PN1974PLC110307) — |

The Promoter Holding agaregates to 53.74%

Of which Mr. ACK holds 11.13%. Mr. RCK holds 14.84 % and

Mr. NGK halds 3.63% of the paid up share capital of KPCL. |

" Kirloskar_Chillers_Pvt. L., a company incorporated and

organised under the laws of the Republic of india (bearing

| CIN No. U28191PN1995PTC095733) -

Mr. ACK and Mr. RCK’s holdings aggregate to 53.5%

Of which Mr. ACK holds 26.75% and Mr. RCK holds 26.75%) Z |5

of the paid up share capital of KPCL

a company

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of
India (bearing CIN No. U29120PN1970PTC014588) —

Mr. ACK and Mr. RCK's holdings agaregate to 89%

Of which Mr. ACK holds 44.50% of equity shares and 50%!
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preference shares, Mr. RCK holds 44.50% e

yity shares and 5

39.83% preference shares of the paid up share capital of._-

| KITPL

I'Kirloskar _Solar Technologies Pyt Lid., a company]

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of}
India (bearing CIN No. U29308PN2016PTC167173) —

Mr. ACK and Mr. RCK’s holdings aggregate to 100%

Of which Mr. ACK holds 50% and.Mr. RCK holds 50% of the

 paid up share capital of KSTPL.

Kirloskar Energen Pyt Ltd, a company incorporated and

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing;

CIN No. U29253PN2015PTC156286) ~

paid up share capital of KEPTL.

Kirloskar DMCC, an entity organised under the laws of Dubai,|
U.AE. (bearing registration no. JLT-66865)

The shareholding patterns of KIL, KOEL and KPCL (all of|

which_are _controlled by ACK/ RCK). as_available on the|

website of BSE recordsthat Kirloskar DMCC forms part of the

Promoter Group of KiL, KOEL and KPCL

T




VO

Kirloskar South East Asia Company Limited, (KSEACL) a

body corporate incorporated and organised under the jaws of:

Kingdom of Thailand (bearing registration no.

| 0105559054801)

The shareholding patterns of KL, KOEL and KPCL (afl of

which are controlled by ACK/ RCK)., as available on the

website of BSE records that Kirloskar South East Asia|

Company_Limited forms part of the Promoter Group of KIL,|

KOEL and KPCL

10.

Kirloskar Kenya Limited, a body corporate incorporated and|

~organised under the laws of Republic of Kenya (bearing

| registration no. — UIN No. BY JGX19780011)

This company appears to be under the control of ACK/ RCK| Z

and KOEL since it appears on the website of KOEL

11.

“Kirloskar__institute__of _Advanced Management _Studies

{Society}, an entity organized under the laws of the Republic |
“of India (bearing registration no. US0902KA1991PLCO11 786).3 .

As per paragraph 13 of the DFS the Institute was to be run

| jointly

2.

_S_L, Kiﬂ'os:k'af“C_SR“‘"Fou'hd'atio'nf an entity organized under the

| laws of the Republic of India




2|

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under 'Re'guiation 3'1'(4) of|

| SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
:31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.|

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
-2(1)(00)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)i

control the entity or control its Board.

13. | KOEL Ameficés" Corp, USA, a body corporate inco'r‘péiéféa'

and organised under the laws of U.S.A. (bearing registration

no. 5712803). ~

KOEL Americas is a wholly owned subsidiary of KOEL {which

is controlied by ACK/ RCK}

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of;

< | SAST, 2015. Disciosure would be made under Regulation]
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
Furth‘ermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation,f

2(00)(ii) or (iil of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)]

control the entity or control its Board.

14, | Arka _Fincap Limited (formerly known as Kirloskar Capital|

Limited), a company incorporated and organised under the
laws of the Republic of India (bearing CIN No.
UB5993MH2018PLC308329).




Arka is a wholly owned subsidiary of

controlled by ACK/ RCK)

See ACK'’s and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation|

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.|

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation}

' 2(00)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)|

control the entity or control its Board.

15.

India (bearing CIN No. U74999PN2018PTC174678)

_. SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regula

SOX__Control__Solutions __Private__Limited, & company

‘incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of!

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) :

‘Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Reguiatioﬁ;ﬁ--

2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly) :

control the entity or control its Board.

16.

Betfer_ Value _Holdings _Private _Limited, a company

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of

India (bearing CIN No. U65993MH1989PTC051139)

Mr. ACK_holds 19.99% and Mr. RCK holds 19.99% of the|

[31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promotets.|
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paid up share capital of BVHPL.

17. Navsai Investments 'iﬁ'ﬁﬁafé_’iﬁ’iiﬂfted{ a 'company incorporated|
and organised under the laws of the Republic of India

(bearing CIN No. U65993MH1992PTC064866) -

Mr. ACK holds 100% equity shares and 99.99% preference|
shares of the paid up share capital of NIPL.

18, | Cees Investments and _Consultants Private Limited, a|

' company incorporated and organised under the laws of the
Republic of India (bearing CIN No.|
U65993MH1983PTC030031) -

'Mr. ACK holds 40% equity shares, Mr. RCK holds 10% equity

shares of the paid up share capital of CICPL.

-~ 19.. | Asara Sales and Investment Private Limited. a comp'any

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of

India (bearing CIN No. U65993MH1972PTC016178) - |
'Mr._ACK holds 19.55% equity shares and Mr. RCK holds|

19.55% equity shares of the paid up share ca

ital of ASIPL.. |

20. [GG__Dandekar Machine Works Limited, a company
incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of; |

India (bearing CIN No. L99999MH1938PLC002869) -

Mr. ACK holds 14.13% equity shares and Mr. RCK hoids| _

7 \}}N\\,\_r
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| 19.96% equi gg shares of the paid ug share capital of GDMWL.

21.

| Mr. ACK holds 49.86% equity shares and Mr, RCK holds
 49.86% eaulity shares of the paid up share capital of GSPL.

Greentek Systems. .{indlg.'::__,,.i?ﬂwaie,__fo".'lie_d_-. a company

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of

India (bearing CIN No. U74900PN2011PTC138321)

22,

) Naak“tﬂvestm;m'P‘rivate_ Limited, a company inccrporatéd'
L and organised under the laws of the Republic of India
(bearing CIN No. U65993PN1992PTC064865) —

Mr. RCK holds 98.15% equity shares and 100% preference

shares of the paid up share capital of AIPL.

23.

Mahila Udyog Limited, a company incorporated and organised|

U15136MH1965PLC013242) ~

under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing CIN Ngg

| Mr. ACK_holds 6.90% equity shares and Mr. RCK hgii

6.79% edquity shares of the paid up share capital of MUL.

24.

Kairl Investments LLC, an entity organized under the laws of]

U.S.A (bearing registration no. 20121335203).
See ACK’s and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regutation

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters
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| Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation],

| 2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)}
| control the entity or controt its Board.

" 25. | Snow Leopard Technology Ventures LLP an entity organized
under the laws of the Republic of india (bearing LLPIN No.

AAB-3612) -

Mr. ACK has a 16.67% share as a Designated Partner and

Mr. RCK has a 16.66% share as a Partner in the SLTV LLP. |
;_See ACK's and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of_
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
:31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
EFUrthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
2(o0)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

76. | Snow Leopard Mormentum LLP an entity organized under the|

faws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No. AAC-0951) —

Mr. ACK has a 33.33% share as a Designated Partner and

Mr. RCK has a.33.33% share as a Partner in the SLM LLP.
See ACK'’s and RCK'’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation}

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
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' control the entity or control its Board.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectiy)i

27

"Kloudq_Technologies Limited a company incorporated and|

~organized under the laws of Republic of India (bearing CIN

See ACK's and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of]

| SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation

| 2(ooXii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

No. U72200PN2013PLC147635) -

Mr. ACK has a 8.33% share as a Designated Partner and Mr.|

RCK has a 8.33% share as a Partner in KTL,

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

control the entity or control its Board.

28.

"[akeland Universal Limited, BVI, a company Incorporated andy’ - 2

organised under the laws of British Virgin Islands—

Mr. ACK has a 100% share as a Designated Partner in LULY.

See ACK's and RCK'’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of| R ﬂ.

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation|

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulatig
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2(00)(i1) or (i) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)]

control the entity or control its Board.
25. | Snow Leopard Global Technoloay. LLP an entity organized|
under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No.|

AAF-5274) —

Mr. ACK has a 33.34% share as a Designated Partner and

| Mr. RCK has a 33.33% share as a Partner in SLGT LLP.

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
2(oo)(ii} or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly),

control the entity or control its Board.

Snow_Leopard Infrastructure « 1, [LP an entity organized

under the ltaws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No.|

AAH-6853) —

Mr. ACK has a 8.99% share as a Designated Partner and Mr.|

RCK has a 8.99% share as a Partnerin. SLI~ 1 LLP.

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of|

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.|
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{ control the entity or control its Board.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

2({oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

31.

Snow Leopard Lever Boost, LLP an entity organized under

'31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters. |

control the entity or control its Board.

the laws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No. AAH-
6844).
See ACK'’s and RCK’s disclosures under Reguiation 31(4) of|

SAST, 2015, Disclosure would be made under Regulation

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regaiation'

2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

32,

':'Sh.owll;eop@_td Momentum—1II, LLP an entity organized under|

the laws of the Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No. AAl-
2268) ~

Mr. ACK has a 33.33% share as a Designated Partner ar ? “ “

Mr. RCK has a 33.33% share as a Partner in SLM ~ | LLP&, & g

See ACK’s and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of| ™ {

SAST, 2015, Disclosure would be made under Regulation|

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation|
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2{00)(il) or (i) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

33.

' See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

'SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation

Samarth Udyog Technology Forum an entity organized under|
the laws of the Republic of India (bearing CIN No.|

U74999PN2017NPL172629) —

Mr. ACK has a 33.33% share and Mr. RCK has a 33.33%|

share in SUTF.

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.|
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation|
2(0o)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

TK.C. Ventures LLP., an entity organized under the laws of the

| Mr. ACK has a 48.24% share as a Designated Partner and|

L Mr. RCK has a 48.24% share as a Pariner in KCV LLP.

Republic of India (bearing LLPIN No. AAM-4766) —

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of}
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulationi
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2{c0)(ii) or (i) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

35.

Navasasya

Dandekar _Private _Limited, a company

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of

India (bearing CIN No. U29309PN2019PTC188112).

| See ACK's and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) ofj
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation|
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters. |
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)i

-control the entity or control its Board.

3B,

Saucelito Ventures, an entity organized under the laws of

—

Mr. ACK has a 36.36% share as a Designated Partner and

Mr. RCK has.a 36.36% share as a Partner in SV.

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

| 2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.
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37. |Beluga Whale Capital Management Pte. Ltd, an entity|

organized under the laws of Singapore (bearing registration|
no. 2019085252).

See ACK’s and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
2(o0)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

38. | Kirloskar Management .éeﬁic.e;'s_ Private L%fmite‘da_. a company

incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of
India (bearing CIN No. U74998PN2020PTC1892416).

See ACK's and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of_.
SAST, 2015, Disclosure would be made under Regulation}

- 131(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

2(o0)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly);

control the entity or control its Board.

39. | Joburg _Industrial 1rading (SA) (P1Y) (Lid), an entity|
| organized under the laws of the Republic of South Africa.

See ACK’s and RCK'’s disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

15 iwawnw~—
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SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation]

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

| Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

| control the entity or control its Board.

40.

| KIiARA |ifespaces Private Limited, a company incorporated

and organised under the laws of the Republic of India

(bearing CIN No. U7103PN2017PTC169651).

See ACK'’s and RCK's disclosures under Reguiation 31(4) of

| SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation|

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 oniy if they are Promoters.|
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

41.

Sri Harihareshwara Finance and Investments Private Limited & / ¥

U67120KA1989PTC009880).

2

Republic of India (bearing CIN No.| " Zam

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of |

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regu!atio__n

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Pro
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a company incorporated and organised under the laws of the
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Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regmatioh_
2(oo)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)}

control the entity or control its Board.

42.

{ CIN No. U65900KA2012PTC064328).

‘See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

;31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

VSK Holding s_”Pr'i_\)é'_te_ Limited, a company ih'c:or'hbrat'éd""éhd

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing|

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

2(o0)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)]

control the entity or control its Board.

"Optiqua Pipes and Electricals Private Limited
:incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of
India (bearing CIN No. U49340GJ2021PTC120412).

it is a wholly owned subsidiary of L a-Gajjar Machineries Pvt.

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation{

| 31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

. @ company

Ltd. (an entity controjied by KOEL)

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

17 JNN‘\M-
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"2(00)(ii) or (il of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)]

control the entity or contro! its Board.

44,

ESVA Pumps India Private Limited, & company incorporated|

{and organised under the laws of the Republic of India

(bearing CIN No. U31908TZ2020PTC033814).

| KOEL's wholly owned subsidiary is La-Gajjar Machineries Pvt

| Lid. (“LG"), LG's wholly owned subsidiary is Optiqua Pipes

and Electricals Pvt. Ltd. (“Optiqua”) and Optiqua has a 49%
stake in ESVA Pumps India Pvt. Ltd.

43.

Wellness S_pace'aevei_'o-pérs Limited, a cdi'npa ny incorporated

| (bearing CIN No. U45202PN2020PLC192070).

‘2(oo0)(ii) or (iit) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly){

and organised under the laws of the Republic of India| . Q% et

See ACK’s and RCK’s disclosures under Regulation 31 (4)-0&

SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Reguiation )”

31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.

Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation

control the entity or control its Board.

46.

Snow_Leopard Global Technology Il — LLP, an entity]

organized under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing

 LLPIN No. AAU-7165).
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See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Reguiation 31(4) of
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation
‘2(o0)(ii) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)

control the entity or control its Board.

47.

Snow_Leopard_Global Technology Il = LLP, an entity

 organized under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing

LLPIN No. AAV-3009).

-See ACK’s and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of
SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regu!ation*
.31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.|
-{ Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation_ |

N 2(o0)(ii) or (iii)) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirect!y) ;;

control the entity or control its Board.

48,

Kirloskar P"fo_pﬁetférv‘Pri\)ate' Limited, a company incorporated

and organised under the laws of the Republic of India

(bearing CIN No. U31102MH1865PLC013362) -

1 Mr. ACK holds 18.03% and Mr. RCK holds 18.03% of the

| paid up share capital of KPPL,

See ACK's and RCK's disclosures under Regulation 31(4) of

19 v
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SAST, 2015. Disclosure would be made under Regulation|
31(4) of the SAST, 2015 only if they are Promoters.
Furthermore, if they are Promoters then under Regulation}
2(oo0)(il) or (iii) of the ICDR, 2018 they (directly/ indirectly)|

control the entity or control its Board.

49,

| New Precision (India) Limited, a company incorporated and

organised under the faws of the Republic of India (bearing

CIN No. U29119MP1960PLC000902) —~

| Mr. ACK holds 10% of the paid up share capital of NPIL.

50.

|Any_other_companies / bodies corporate/ _entities (whether

ordanized in the Republic of India, or elsewhere) (x) whichare

presently under the control (as such term is defined i in Sect;on 17

2(27) of the Cos. Act, 2013) of the below mentzoned__"_ersarjs *

or (y) in which the below mentioned persons are Promaters N

viz.
(i) Mr. Atut Kirloskar (DIN 00007387) and/or his respective

nuclear family members (viz. Mrs. Arti Kirloskar, Ms. Gauri

Kirloskar and Ms. Aditi Kirloskar),

(i) Mr. Rahul Kirloskar (DIN 00007319) and/or his respective
nuclear family members (viz. Mrs. Alpana Kirloskar, Ms. Alikal.

Kirloskar and Mr. Aman Kirloskar)

20 ki
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(i) Mr. Nihal Kulkarni (DIN 01139147) and/or his respective

family members (viz Mrs. Jyotsana Kulkarni, Mrs. Shruti}
Kutkarni, Ms. Gargi Kulkarni, Mr. Ambar Kulkarni and Mrs.:
Komal Ambar Kulkarni), and/or

(iv) Lineal descendants of the aforesaid persons

which have not been identified, since adequate information is|

 not available in the public domain.

E1. | Any other companies / bodies corporate/ entities _(to_be|
| incorporated/ organised in the Republic of India or overseas) |

s such termis

inthe future () which come underthe controi(

defined in Section 2(27) of the Cos. Act, 2013) of the below

mentioned persons or (y) in which the below mentioned:

persons are Promoters viz.

(i) Mr. Atul Kirloskar (DIN 00007387) and/or his respective|

nuclear family members (viz. Mrs. Arti Kirloskar, Ms. Gauri
Kirloskar and Ms. Aditi Kirloskar), -

(i) Mr. Rahul Kirloskar (DIN 00007319) and/or his respective
'nuclearfami!y members (viz Mrs. Alpana Kirloskar, Ms. Alika
Kirloskar and Mr. Aman Kirloskar)

(iiiy Mr. Nihal Kulkarni (DIN 01139147) and/or his respective,

family members (viz. Mrs. Jyotsana Kulkarni, Mrs. Shruti

21 e
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Kulkarni, Ms. Gargi Kulkarni, Mr. Ambar Kulkarni and Mrs..
Komal Ambar Kulkarni), and/or

(iv) Lineal descendants of the aforesaid persons

which cannot be presently identified.

22



ANNEXURE C gﬂ

LIST _OF COMPANIES/ ENTITIES UNDER THE CONTROL _OF

VIKRAM KIRLOSKAR & HIS NUCLEAR FAMILY WHICH ARE_NOT
PARTIES IN SLP NOS. (i) 8020 of 2021 (KBL v. ACK & Ors.) (ii) 8221

of 2021 (SCK & Ors. v. ACK & Ors.} and {iil} 10370 of 2021 (KOE! &

Ors. v. SCK & Ors.)

- Sr.No Name of the Companies / Entities

oo i e Frves Thied s soreea]
incorporated and organised under the laws of Republic of__:

India (bearing CIN No. U34101KA1997PTC022858)

Mr. Vikram Kirloskar is the Vice Chairman of Toyotal

Kirloskar Motor Pvt. Ltd.

"2, | Kirloskar Systems Limited, a company incorporated and|

organised under the laws of the Republic of India (bearing|

CIN No. U34300KA1962PLC053582)

Mr. Vikram Kirloskaris the Chairman and Managing pirector.

of Kirloskar Systems Ltd.

3. | Toyota Kirloskar Auto Parts Private Limited, a company|

| incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of|




Yo

Mr. Vikram Kirloskar is a Director of Toyota Kirloskar Aute

Parts Private Limited

Kirloskar Technologies Private Limited, a company
| incorporated and organised under the laws of the Republic of |

| India (bearing CIN No. U31909KA1993PTC014893)

Mr. Vikram Kirloskar is a Director of Kirloskar Technologies|

Private Limited

" Kirfloskar Toyola Texile Machinery Private Limited, a|
company incorporated and organised under the laws of the
Republic of India (bearing CIN No.
| U29248KA2015FTC079786)

Mr. Vikram Kirloskar is a Director of Kirloskar Toyota Textile| .=

| Machinery Private Limited

Frje £3

[ VikramGeet_Investments_& Holdings Private_Limited, a -

3 company incorporated and organised under the laws of the} ;

Republic of india (bearing CIN No.

U74996KA2008PTC044934).

Sri_Harihareshwara_Finance _and.__Investments _Private

Limited, a company incorporated and organised under the}

laws__of the Republic of India (bearing CIN No._;

| US7120KA1989PTC009980).

2 B




\% =t

v

VSK Holdings Private Limited. a comgény _incorgoratgd and

CIN No, UB5900KA2012PTC064328).

TAny other companies / bodies c'drpﬁi:ét:e/' entities (whether

organized in the Republic of India, or elsewhere) (x)' which

are presenfly under the control {as such termis defined in

Section 2(27) of the Cos. Act, 2013) of the below mentioned.

persons or (y) in which the below mentioned persons are

Promoters viz

(i) Mr. \ﬁkrém Kirfoskar,

(il) Mrs. Geetanjali Kirloskar

(ii)y Ms. Manasi Kirloskar, and/or

(iv) Lineal descendants of the aforesaid persons

which have not been identified, since adequate information.is}

not available in the public domain.

in the future (x) which come under the control (as such term|
‘is_defined in_Section 2(27) of the Cos. Act, 2013) of the|

below mentioned persons or (y) in _which_. the bglow:

Any_other f:.am-r'_.afn'iﬁes / bodies cor orate/_entities (to be{-

incorporated/ organised in the Republic of India or overseas)|

mentioned persons are Promoters viz




(i) Mr. Vikram Kirloskar,

(i) Mrs. Geetanjali Kirloskar

(iii) Ms. Manasi Kirloskar, and/or

(iv) Lineal descendants of the aforesaid persons

which cannot be presently idenifi
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021

IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Petitioner
Versus

Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondents

Additional Affidavit on behalf of the Petitioner

(For INDEX please see inside)

Advocates for the Petitioner: M/S. GAGRAT & CO.
Filed on: 18.11.2021
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

CiVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021

IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ... Petitioner

VERSUS

Atui Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondenis

Additional Affidavit on behalif of the Petitioner

[, Umesh Gosavi S/o. Madhav Gosavi, aged about 38 years,
Indian inhabitant, having my office at ‘Yamuna', Survey No
98/(327), Piot No.3, Baner, Pune 411 045, Maharashira, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. 1 am the Associate Vice President and Head- Legal of the
Petitioner. | am conversant with the relevant facts relating
{o the present case and therefore, am competent to affirm

and file this Additional Affidavit on behalf of the Petitioner.

2. 1 am authorized to file the present Additional Affidavit




2

‘under a Power of Attorney dated 5™ April, 2017, in my

favour.

3. At the very outset, | repeat and reiterate the contents of
the Petition for Special Leave to Appeal filed herein (“the
present Petition”). | am filing the present Additional
Affidavit for the limited purpose of placing on record the
correspondence between the Advocates for the Petitioner
and the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 {0 6 and 12

to 20. | crave leave to file a further affidavit if required.

4. At the further outset, | state and submit that the present
Petition was listed before this Hon'ble Court on

27.07.2021, when after hearing Senior Counsel of the

respective ‘parties, this Hon'ble Court had passed the
following Order:
“The Cowrt Is convened through Video
Conferencing.
Heard learned Senior counsel appearing for the

parties.

--Issue notice returnable after six weeks.

2




Mr. Shyam Diwan, learned Senior counsel, who is
on caveat, accepts and waives formal notice on
behalf of Respondent No.18, 19 and 20 in Special
Leave Petition (Civil) No.8221/2021 and Mr. Ritin
Rai, learned Senior counsel, who is on caveat,
accepts and waives formal notice on behalf of
Respondent Nos.1, 3 fo 6, 12 to 20 in Speciaf
Leave Petition (Civil) No. 8020 of 2021 and for
Respondent Nos.1, 3 fo 6 and 9 to 17 in Special
Leave Petition (Civil) No.8221 of 2021.

We feel that this is a case where the disputes

between the parties can be seitled by way of
mediation also.
We direct the parties to explore the possibility of
mediation also on the next date of hearing.
in the meantime, there shall be stay of
proceedings and status quo, as it exists today,
shall be maintained by the parties.”

A true and correct copy of the Order dated 27.07.2021 is

annexed hereto and marked Annexure 1. (Fg - 20~ 9’{)
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5. In vir-;w of the aforesaid Order dated 27.07.2021 of this
Hon’ble Court in the present Petition, the Advocates on
behalf of the Petitioner addressed a letter dated
25.08.2021 bearing Ref. No. UAR/G-4168/142 to the
Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20,
inter alia recording that:

(i) this Hon’bie Court had, on 27.07.2021, after hearing
the parties, passed an order infer alia directing the
parties to expiore the possibility of mediation. For this
purpose, the relevant text of this Order was
reproduced;

(iiyMr. Sanjay Kirloskar/ Respondent No.27 had
approached Dr. Vijay Kelkar, who had earlier acted as

a Mediator in 2017, to ascertain whether he would still

be: willing to act as a Mediator. Dr. Vijay Keikar
however, declined o act as a Mediator;

(ii) a noting from the website of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court Fhat instead of filing a Reply in the
present Petition, (for which time was sought on behalif
of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20, on

co27.07.2021) 'Respondent “Nos. ©21,722" and 23 “had




insjead, on 31.07.2021 chosen to file a substantive
Special Leave Petition before this Hon’ble Court (being
SLP No. 13070 of 2021 (Kirloskar Oit Engines Lid. &
Ors. vs. SCK & Ors.) (KOEL), impugning the Judgment
of the Hon'ble Bombay High Court dated 03.05.2021;
(iv) the Special Leave Petition (being SLP No. 13070
of 2021 (KOEL & Ors. vs. Mr. Sanjay C. Kirloskar &
Ors.) has been filed by KOEL (Respondent No. 21),
an;:I some of the other Respondents, within 3 days after
the hearing of the captioned matter, without giving any
indication to this Hon’ble Court that they would be filing
a Special Leave Petition (being SLP No. 13070 of 2021
(KOEL & Ors. vs. SCK & Ors.), even though the

Hon'ble Supreme Court has accorded its indulgence to

adjourn the matter to enable the parties to explore the
possibility of mediation; and

(v)in deference to the suggestion of this Hon’ble Court,
and with a view to still expiore the possibility of
mediation, names of former Judges of this Hon'ble

Court were suggested; one of whom could act as a

5




A true and correct copy of the letter dated 25.08.2021
bearing Ref. No. UAR/G-4168/142 to the Advocates for
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to'G and 12 to 20, is annexed

hereto and marked as Annexure 2. (Le"ﬁ S 29-23)

. In response to the letier dated 25.08.2021 addressed by
the Advocates of the Petitioner, the Advocates for
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20 addressed a letter
dated 05.09.2021, to the Advocates of the Petitioner, infer
alia recording the following:

(i) that the contents of the Letter addressed by the
Advocate of the Petitioner dated 25.08.2021 had been
discussed with Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20;

(ii)that as the disputes between the parties are primarily
commercial in nature, Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and
12 to 20 believed that the mediation would progress
better if an eminent business personality was
approached to act as a Mediator and accordingly 3
names were suggested for the consideration of the

Fetitioner, one of whom could act as a Mediator

6




A true and correct copy of the letter dated 05.09.2021
addressed by the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to

6 and 12 to 20 to the Advocate for the PRetitioner, is

annexed hereto and marked as Annexure 3({?’& -2y~ '3’—5)

7. In response to the aforesaid Letter dated 05.09.2021
addressed by the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to
6 and 12 to 20, the Advocates for the Peltitioner,
addressed a letter dated 15.09.2021 bearing Ref. No.
UAR/G-4168/167 to the Advocates for Respondent Nos.

1, 3to 6 and 12 to 20, inter alia recording thaf;
(i) the said letter dated 05.09.2021 addressed by the
Advocates for Respondent Nos.1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20,

to the Advocate for the Petitioner was received by the

Advocate for the Petitioner late in the night on Sunday,
5% September 2021, despite which, the Advocates for
thc;, Petitioner had promptly forwarded a copy of the
said letter dated 5™ September, 2021, to the Petitioner;
(i) in deference to the directions of this Hon’ble Court (to
explore the possibility of mediation), in its Order dated

e 20 07, 2021, the Petitioner, through-their Advocateshad- -+~




written to the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3t0 6
and 12 to 20 and aiso to the Advocates for Respondent
Nds. 2110 23;

(iii) although Respondent Nos. 1, 3t6¢ 6 and 12 to 20,
expressed their willingness to seek to resolve matters
by way of mediation, the Advocate for the Petitioner
had still not received any response from the Advocates
for Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23, that Respondent
Nos. 21, 22 and 23 are willing fo unconditionally submit
themselves to mediation:

(iv) although Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23 are not
signatories to the Deed of Family Settlement dated
11.09.2002 (“DFS”), they are companies under the

control of persons, who are signatories to the DFS, and

for any mediation to be meaningful, ali signatories fo
the DFS and all entities/ companies under their
management / control should unconditionally submit
themselves o mediation; and

(v)pending receipt of a confirmatory response from the

Advocate for Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23 that they




and which Respondent Nos. 1, 3to 6 and 12 to 20 are
in a position to ensure since they are in contro! of these
companies, it was not possible for the Petitioner io
respond further, inciuding as regards names of the
mediators. It was further stated that considering the
nature of issues and the legal aspects invoived, it
would be desirable and advisable if the mediator were
to be a former Judge of this Hon’bie Court.

A true and correct copy of the letter dated 15.08.2021

bearing Ref. No. UAR/G-4168/167 to the Advocates for

Resp;nndent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 and 20, is annexed

hereto and marked Annexure 4. [@% ~26~27F)

. In response to the Petitioner's Letter dated 15.09.2021,
the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20,
after one month, addressed a letter dated 19.10.2021
marked “Without Prejudice”, to the Advocates for the
Petitioner inter alia :-

(i) making unsubstantiated, reckless and unwarranted
allegations against the Petitioners Chairman and

Managing Director {(viz. Respondent No. 27).

S




(i"i) falsely alleging that the claims of the Petitioner were
bold and arbitrary and seeking to resile from
unconditionaily submitting fo mediation at this belated
stage;

(iii) not accepting any of the three eminent Former
Justices of the Supreme Court whose names had been
suggested as mediators on the untenable ground that the
disputes are primarily commercial in nature.

A true and correct copy of the letter dated 19.10.2021 by
the Advocates for Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 and

20, is annexed hereto and marked Annexure 5. (/?j - 2D

. The Advocates for the Petitioner, vide their letter dated
16.11.2021 bearing Ref. No. UAR/G-4168/235, in reply to
the letter -dated 19.10.2021 of the Advocates for
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20, inter alia denied
what was stated therein and placed on the record the

below mentioned pertinent facts:

i that this Hon’ble Court by its aforesaid order

dated 27.07.2021 had expressly directed “the

4
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are not only members of the Kirloskar family and
signatories to the DFS, but also companies
under their control such as Respondent Nos. 21,
22 and 23) to seek to resolve matters by way of
mediation;

i.  that Respondent Nos. 1, 3to 6 and 12 {o 20 have

despite the aforementioned direction of this
Hon'ble Court made all possible efforts and
raised all possible alibis, in their Advocate's
aforesaid letters dated 05.09.2021 and
19.10.2021, to scuttle any meaningfui resolution
of disputes by way of mediation, notwithstanding
the fact that for any mediation to be meaningful,
all signatories to the DFS and all
entities/companies under the management and

control of these  signatories, should

unconditionally submit themselves to mediation;
i, that the object of Mediation is io achieve a
holistic and fulsome settlement in both; the leiter

and spirit of this Hon’ble Court’'s Order and not

11
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merely go through the motions resulting in a
Partial or incompiete process;

iv. that Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20 (and
the boards of those respective companies) have
intentionally and deliberately not caused
Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23, to adopt, ratify
and/or disclose the DFS for malafide reasons, so
that Respondent Nos. 21 and 22 in particular
can engage in businesses competitive with that
of the Petitioner, notwithstanding Clauses 15
and 16 of the DFS;

v.. that some of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to
20 had in fact been indicted by SEBI by its Order
dated 20th October, 2020, for not only insider
trading in shares of Respondent No. 24, but also
for having perpetrated a fraud on Kirloskar

industries Limited (“KIL"), a publicly listed

Company under the management conirol of
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20, and
despite the losses suffered by KIL, KIL has not
adopled any proceedings against some of these

12
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Respondents, which raises grave doubts and
suspicions not only as regards the independence
of the board of directors of KiL, but aiso of other
public limited companies, such as Respondent
No. 21 (KOEL), for reasons as mentioned ;nore
specifically in the Petitioner's Advocate’'s said
letter;

vi. that Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23 (evidently at
the instance of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 fo 6 and
12 to 20), had three days after the Order of this
Hon’ble Court dated 27.07.2021 directing parties
to explore the possibility of rmediation, filed a
substantive SLP in this Hon’ble Court without
giving any indication to this Hon'ble Court, that
they wouid be doing so, and this corroborates
the fact that neither Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6

and 12 to 20 nor companies under their

management/control have any bona fide,
genuine or good faith desire to resolve matters
by way of mediation, notwithstanding the

aforementioned directions of this Hon'ble Court;

13
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vii. that although Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23 are
not signatories to the DFS, they are ail
companies under the control of Respondent
Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20, who are signatories
to the DFS, (and apart from the fact that this
Hon'ble Court had directed “the parties” {which
would inciude Respondent Nos. 21, 22 and 23)
to seek to resolve matters by way of mediation),
for any mediation to be meaningful aii
signatories to the DFS and all entities/
companies under their management/control
should unconditionally submit themseives to
mediation;

viii. that as regards, the alibi that it is for the board of
Respondent No.21 to take a decision regarding
the DFS, the board of Respondent No.21 is far

from independent and includes common

directors {who are on the boards of other
companies controlled by Respondent Nos. 1, 3

to 6 and 12 to 20) and former executives /

14




employees of companies, controlled by
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20; and
ix. that considering the nature of the legal issues
and legal aspects to be resolved, the mediator,
apart from being a person with an
unimpeachabie reputation, needs to have a deep
understanding of legal issues and hence, the
three mediators suggested by the Petitioner in
their fetter of 25th August, 2021, being Former
Justices of the Supreme Court of India, would be
eminently suitable.
A true and correct copy of the letter dated 16.11.2021
bearing Ref. No. UAR/G-4168/235 addressed by the
Advocate for the Petitioner to the Advocates for
Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 and 20, is annexed

hereto and marked Annexure 6. ('\Q% - 30 -3 6)'

e 10. It is submitted that Respondent Nos. 1, 3to 6 and 12 to
20 are (i) deliberately delaying any resolution of disputes
by way of mediation with mala fide intent so that

companies (such as Respondent Nos.21 and 22) under

15




tr;e control of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20 can
continue to engage in competitive businesses with the
Petitioner (in breach of Clauses 15 and 16 of the DFS).
Furthermore, whilst efforts are being made by this Hon'bie
Court to settle disputes between the Parties by way of
Mediation, Respondent Nos. 21 and 22 (evidentiy at the
instance of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20) have
directly/ indirectly acquired a stake/ interest in other
companies such as Optigua Pipes and Electricals Pvt.
Ltd. and ESVA Pumps india Pvt. Ltd, which companies
are/ are likely to be engaged in business activities
competitive with that of the Petitioner. As a consequence
of these continuing dishonest actions of Respondent Nos.
1, 3 t_p 6 and 12 to 20, and consequently of Respondent
Nos. 21 and 22, the Fetitioner has since 2017 been
suffering a daily loss of about Rs. 1,00,00,000/- every day.
The Petitioner reserves iis right to seek accounts/
compensation for the loss which it has consequently

suffered.

16
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11. Wit.hout prejudice to what is stated in paragraph 9
hereinabove, in view of the continuing dishonest and false
alibis repeatediy being raised by Respondent Nos.21 and
22 (evidently at the instance of Respondent Nos. 1, 3to 6
and 12 to 20), that they are not bhound by the DFS; the
Petitioner reserves its right to claim damages against
each of Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to 6 and 12 to 20, to
restitute the Petitioner for the daily loss of about Rs.
1,00,00,000/- which the Petitioner has suffered every day
since 2017, as a consequence of the aforementioned
continuing dishonest and false alibis, which Respondent
Nos. 1, 3 to & and 12 to 20 have caused Respondent

Nos.21 and 22 to take.

12. It is respectfully submitted and reiterated that although
companies such as Respondent No. 21 (KOEL),
Respondent No. 22 (La-Gajjar) and Respondent No.23
(KPL) are not signatories to the DFS they are undeniably

under the controf of persons (viz. Respondent Nos. 1, 3 to

6 and 12 to 20) who are signatories t{o the DFS and who
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/control can unconditionally submit to mediation (moreso
since the Boards of these companies comprise of
common Directors and former empicyees who act as per

their behest).

13. For any mediation to be meaningful ali signatories to
the DFS and all entities/ companies under ftheir
management and control should unconditionally submit
themselves to mediation, failing which, there will continue

to be a piethofa of litigation before various courts and

fora.

14. | submit that the aforesaid facts and letters dated
25.08.2021, 05.09.2021, 15.09.2021, 19.10.2021, and
16.11.2021 are being brought on record, to apprise this

Hon’ble Court and for due consideration of this Hon'ble

Court and no harm or prejudice is being consequently
caused {o the Respondents. Cn the contrary, grave harm
and prejudice shall be caused to the Petitioner if the
aforesaid facts and correspondence are not brought on

record and this Hon'ble Court is not apprised of the same.

18




5
£ ’ /

R

15.

justice and to avoid a plethora of continuing and new
iitigation before various couris and fora, this Hon’bie Court
should direct all signatories to the DFS and all entities/
caompanies under their management/ control to
unconditionally submit themseives {0 mediation.

FOR KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD.
. \:\U\f_

UMESH GOSAVI

ASE(}C!ATE\j;CEpREs,QENT DEPONENT Q \

A HEAD CURPORATE LEGAL
VERIFICATION:

Verified at Pune on this __ day of November, 2021 that
the contents of my above Affidavit are true and correct to my
knowledge and belief, which are derived from the record
maintained in the usual and ordinary course of business and

no part of it is false and nothing material has been concealed

FOR KIRLOSKAR BROTHE.RS L1D.
NS
UMESH GQSAVI

ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDENT,
AND HEAD CORPORATE LEGAL 1y e b ONENT

therefrom.

BEFORE ME
Y

- MADHAY VISHVAPRAKASH KIRAD
' ADVOCATE & NOTARY
fi)at 269, Nasa Peth, Hindmata Ghowi, - -
PUNE - 441002
1INOTED & REG. AT
SR. NO... 358202

AR BEALR QY kEGHOD

T8 Nov 20




e -

| Annexure -
1 . O
ITEM NO.5 Court 1 (Video Conferencing) SECTION IX

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition for Special Leave to Appeal {(C} No.8020/2021

(Arising out of impugned final judgment and order dated 03-05-2021
in ARBA(ST.) No. 1661/2021 passed by the High Court of Judicature

at Bombay)

KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

ATUL CHANDRAKANT KIRLOSKAR & ORS. Respondent (s)

(FOR ADMISSION and I.R)

WITH

SLP(C) No. B8221/2021 (IX)
(FOR ADMISSION and I.R.)

pate : 27-07-2021 These petitions were called on for hearing today.

HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SURYA KANT

Mr. Kapil Sibal, Sr. ARdv.
Dr. A.M. Singhvi, Sr. Adv.
Mr. Ujjwal A. Rana, Adv.
Mr. R.J. Gagrat, Adv.

Mr. Himanshu Mehta, Adv.
Mr, I. Sen, Adv.

Mr, Amit Bhandari, Adv.
For M/s. Gagrat And Co, ROR
For Respondent(s)

A Mr. Shyam Diwan, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Samiksha Godiyal, Adv.
Mr. Kunal Katariya, Adv,.
Ms. Sukanya Sengal, Adv.
Mr. Ankit Acharya, Adv.
Mr. Shreyas Awasthi, Adv.
Ms. Pratiksha Sharma, AOGR

Mr. Ritin Rai, Sr. Adv.
Mr. Tushar Ajinkya, Adv.
Ms. Liz Mathew, AOR
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Myx. Vedant Chajjed, Adv.
Ms. Ritika Sinha, Adv.

Ms. Tahira Kathpalia, adv.
Myr. Navneet R., Adv.

UPCN hearing the counsel the Court made the following
) CRDER

The Court is convened through Video Conferencing.
Heard learned Senior counsel appearing for the parties.
Issue notice returmnable after six weeks.

Mr. Shyam Diwan, learned Senior counsel, who is on caveat,
accepts and waives formal notice on behalf of Respondent No.18, 19
and 20 in Special Leave Petition (Civil) HNo.8221/2021 and
Mr. Ritin Rai, learned Senior counsel, who is on caveat, accepts
and waives formal notice on behalf of Respondent Nos.l, 3 to 6, 12
to 20 in Spegial Leave Petition (Civil) No. 8020 of 2021 and for
Respondent HMos.l, 3 ko 6 and % to 17 in Special Leave Petition
(Civil) No.8221 of 2021.

We feel that this is a case where the disputes between the
.qparties can be settled by way of mediation also.

We direct the parties to explore the possibility of mediatian
lééo on the next date of hearing.
- In the meantime, there shall be stay of proceedings and

" ‘atus~qu0, as it exists today, shall be maintained by the parties.

(VISHAL ANAND) (R.S. NARAYANAN)
ASTT. REGISTRAR-cum-PS COURT MASTER (NSH)
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ADVOCATES, SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

TEL :044.23322311

PiAZA CINENA BUILDING,
(1123320912

CONNAUGHT CIRGUS, FAX
) i . . 1 011.23713657
NEW DELHH110003 EMAL gagrai@gagratdeihi com
OUR REF. -
UAR/G-4168/ {42

FROR.20TY

Ms., Liz Mathew,

Advocate, Supremc Court

38, Lower Growund Floor,

Kailash Colony, New Delhi-110 048

Madam/Sir,
Re.:  In the Supreme Court of India
SLP No.8026 of 2021
Kirtoskar Brothers Bimited
Vs,
Atul Chandralant Kirloskar & Ovrs.

(Arising out of Judgment and Final Order dated (03.05.2021
of the Bombay Figh Court in Civil Arbitration Appeal (5€)

No.1661 of 2021)

o

As you will recall, when the aforesaid matter was listed before the Hon'ble
Supreme Court on 27.07.2021, afler hearing Senior Counsel of the respective
partes, the Honble Supreme Cowrt had passed the following Order:

“The Court is convened through Video Conferencing.
Heard learned Senior counsel appearing for the parties.
Fosue notice refureable after siv weeks.

My, Shyam Diwan, learned Senior counsel, who v on
caveat, eceepts and woives foemal norice on behalfl of
Respondent No.18, 19 and 20 in Special Leave Petition
(Civil) No.§221/2021 and My, Ritin Rai, learned Senior
counsel, who is on caveat, aecepts aid swaives formal
notice on behalf of Respondent Nos.I, 3 to 6, 12 to 20 in
Special Leave Petition (Civil) No. 8020 ef 2021 and for
Respondent Nos.d, 3 t0 6 and & to 17 in Special Leave
Petition (Civil) No.8221 of 2021,

We juel that this is « case where the dispures between the
parties can be settled by way of mediation also.

o

5 inad } #,
ot ‘lt@ \y?




Sprctie {awr of Indta, Note 4

We direct the parties 1o cxplore the possibility of
weediation alse on the pext date of kearing,

In the menntime, there shall be stay of preceedings and
stefus quo, as i exisis teday, shall be maintained by the

parties,”

In deference 10 the aloresaid observations of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, M.
Saptay Kivloskar, the Chairmar & Managhne Divector of our elient, had
approached Dr. Vijay Kelkar, who had carlior acted as a Mediator in 2017, w0
ascertain whether he would still be willing to act as a Mediator, Dr, Kelkar
has however declined o acf a8 a Mediator.

In the meantime, we are surprised to note from the website of the Hon'bie
Supremre Court that instead of filing a Reply 10 the aforesaid SLP. ffor which
lime was sought on your clients” behalf on 27.07. 202 1), Kirloskar O3 Engines
Ltd. and some of the other Respondents have instead, on 31.07.2021 chosen {0
Ble o substentive Special Lesve Pefition in the Hon'ble Suprome Court,
mmpugning the Judgment of the Hon'ble Bombay High Court dated
03.05.2021.

The said Special Leave Petition has been filed by Kurloskar Oil Engines Lid.
and some of the other Respondents, within 3 days after the hearing of the
aforesaid mater by the Hon'bie Suprere Cowst an 27072021, without giving
any indication to the Hon'ble Supreme Court that they would be filing a
substantive Special Leave Petition, even though the Honble Supreme Couwrt
aceorded s indulgence (o adjoumn the matier (0 enable the parties o explore
the possibility of inediation.

Be that as it may, in deference to the suggestion of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court, we have instructions to it explore the possibibity of mediation and are
hence justructed by our clients w sugpest the names of the below-mentioned
distinguished former justices; one of whom could act as a Mediator;

i) Hon'ble Mr. Justice A. K. Sikri, a Former Judge of the Supremic Court

of India.

i) Fon'bie Ms. Justice I Malhowrs, & Fermier Tedge of the Supreme Court
of India.

iii) Fon'ble My Justice RF. Nariman, a Former Judge of the Supreme

Court of India

We look forward to an inunediate respouse from you.
Yours faithfsy,
H j\

N
e

\' | A
l N H .n;:\‘\'} "
LA, Rana
Parfner
M5, Gagrat & Ca.
Advoeates for the Pefitionors
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LiIZ MATHEW - 38, Lower Ground Fioor,

Advocate on Record Kaifash Colony,
New Dethi - 110048

Tel: +91 - 9871113258

05092021
To:
M/ Gagrat and Co,
Clo U A, Rang,
Partner, Gagrat amd Co..
Piaza Cinema Building,
Coniraught Cireus.

New Delhi — F100E.
Attention: Sh. LA, Rana.

Subject: Your letter dated August 23, 2021 bearing reference no, UAR/G-4168/142.

Dear Sir,

1y We thank you for your captioned letter dated August 25, 2021 suggesting names of prominent
former judges of the Honbie Supreme Court of India to act as mediators in furtherance of the
suggestion made by the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India as recorded in the Order dated luly 27,

2021,

We have discussed the same with our clients, viz. Mr. Atul Kirloskar, My, Rahu! Kirloskar and

Mrs. Jyotsna Kulkarni and thelr respective fasmly mentbers,

While gur clients appreciate the names of the prominent jurists sugpested by you, however, since
the disputes between the parties proposed to be referred (o mediation are promanly commercial
in nature, out clients believe that the mediation would progress better if an eminent business

personatity i approsched 1o act as a mediator,

Accordingly, our clients sugpest that any 1 {one) of the following eminent industry personalities

coutd be appointed as a mediator. We have, in addition to their names, also provided a brief

description of their profile for your kind consideration:

A Mr. K. V. Kamat




9y

couniries. Previously he has also served as the Chairman of Infosys Limited and as the
Non-Frecutive Chairman of TCHCE Bank, India's fargest private bank. He has also served
as ICIC] Bank's founder and Managing Director and CEO from May 1, 1996 until April
30, 2009, He also serves a5 an independent director on the boards of the Houston-hased i

services company Schiumberger since 2010, and the Indian pharmaceutical manufacturer

Lupm.

b. Mr. Vailabh Bhanshali
M, Vatlabl Bhanshali is g leading investment banker, investor, venture capitslist and
Capital Markets expert of the country, He is the co-founder and Chairman of ENAM group,

He s w Trustee of the Bombay Stock Exchanee and serves on various Commitiees of ihe

Stock Exchange, SEBI and other bodies,

¢. Mr. MM Murugappan
MM Murugappan is o fourth-generation member of the Muorugappa family and the
Executive Chairman of the Murugappa Group Corporate Advisery Board since February
201 8. He is Chaivman of Tube Investments of India Lad., Carborundum Universal Ltd, and

Caromandel International Lid.

e Jook forward to hearing from you,

2
Advouate

Ce: Ms. Pratiksha Sharma
Advacate,
N-13, Green Park Extension,
29 Fraor, New Defhi - 113016

pratikshasharmad8@@gmail.com
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M. Liz Mathew,

Advocate, Supreme Court

38, Lower Ground Floor,

Kailash Colony, New Delhi-110 048

Pear Madam,

Reo o the Supreaie Court of Tudia
SLP No.8020 of 2021

Kirloskar Brothers Limited
V.
Atul Chandrakant Kirtoskar & Ors,

Subject: Our Leiter dated Z5% Anguse, 2621 bearing
Ref No: UAR/G-4F68/142 and Your Reply
dated 5" September, 2021
wRE
We received fate in the right on Sunday 3% September, 2021 your Letter under
reference. We have promptly forwarded a copy of your Leter under reference
to our Clients and arc presently Instructed (o state as under: -

As you and your Clients are aware, the Hon'ble Supreme Court by its Order
dated 27™ July, 2021 bad fier afia dirceted as under: -

“We feel that this iy a case where the dispuies beiween the
partivs can be settled by wigy of mediation also,

We direer the partiey 1o explore e possilility of mediction

Ea
& also on the wext date of hearing.”
-
e ) i
5 X . n deference to the aforesaid directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, we had
Q,ﬁ'i/ o wriflen 10 you {on behalf of your Clients viz, Mr. Atul Kirloskar, Mr. Rahul
e Kirtoskar, Mrs. J. Kulkarni and their respective family members, who are
; % paities 1o the proccedings) snd alse written to Mg Praghsha Sharom,

M Advocate, who represents Kirloskar O3 Engines BAd, (PKOEL™), La Gajjar
Machineries Private Lid. ("La Gajjar”™} and Kirloskar Proprietary Lid,
("KLY (who arc alse partics (o the proceedings).

Whilst you have, on behalf of your Clients wiz. Mr. Al Kirloskar, Mr. Rahut
Kirtoskar, Mrs. 1, Kulkarni and their respeclive family members expressed
their willingness to seek w resolve mauers by way of medistion, we have il
not received any response trom Ms. Pratiksha Sharma on behaif of her Clients

4P

ASSOCIATE OFFICE - MUMBA!
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Gagrat & Ce.,
Advocatrs

Deilis

Segpenst Cenar of Fendh

(all of which are companies under the control and management of your
Chents}y that they are willing to unconditionally submit themselves 1o
mediation.

Although KOEL, La Gajjar and KPL are not signatories to the DFS, they are
companies under the control of vour Clients, who are signatories (o the DFS,
and for any mediation to be meaningful, all signatories to the DES and al}
entities/ companies under your Clents’ management/ control should
unconditionally sabmit themselves to mediation.

Hence, pending receipt of a confinmatory response from Ms. P. Sharma (on
behalf of her Clients) that they will uncopditionally submit themselves to
mediation, and which your Clients are in a position to ensure since they are in
control of these companies, it is not possible for our Clients to respond further
to your Letter under reference, including as regards the names of the mediators
suggested in your Letter under reference. Our Clients and we however belisve.
that considering the nature of issues and the legal aspects involved, it would be
desirable and advisable if the mediator were Lo be a former Judge of the

Supreme Court of India.

Afler we receive a response from Ms, Pratiksha Sharma on behalf of her
Clients we will write to you further.

Yours faithlully,

Aol

X 7
N e

U A, Ranar

Partner
M/s. Gagrat & Co.
Advocates Jor the Petitioners

CC: Ms. Pratiksha Sharma,
Advocate,
N-13, Green Park Extension,
2" Floor, New Delbi -110016
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LIZ MATHEW H- 38, Lower Ground Floor, }8/

Advocate on Record Kailash Colony,
New Delhi - 116048

Yel: +9) - 9871113258

16.10.2021

To:

M/s Gagrat and Co.
C/o U.A. Rana,

Partner, Gagrad and Co.,
Plaza Cinema Building,
Connaught Circus,

New Dethi ~ 110001,
Without Prejudice

Attention: Mr. U.A. Rana.

Subject: Your fetter dated September t5, 2021 bearing reference no. UAR/G-4168/167
(the “Letter™) in response to our letler dated September 5. 2021,

ep g M
B et e
NE % . ‘(l ef: 1. Your letter dated August 25, 2021 bearing reference no. UAR/G-4168/142.
) WO e .
wd

2. Gur veply dated September 5, 2021,
Dear Sir,

We refer to your captioned Letter and state as under on behalf of and under the instructions of
owr chients viz. Mr. Awl Kirdoskar, Mr, Rahul Kirloskar., Mrs. Ivotsns Kulkarni and their
respective family members:

13 Ouwr clients state that merely because Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has time and again claimed in
various ongoing legal proceedings between him and our clients, that he has the right to
control, govern and manage the affairs of Kirfoskar Brothers Limited ("KBL™) (a public
listed company with tens of thousands of sharcholders) as per his wishes without any
interference or opposition, thereby implying that he is the alter ego of KBL. our clients
do not consider themselves as alter egos of Kirloskar Qi Engines Limited (*KOEL™),

La Gajjar Machinerics Private Limited (“LGM”) and Kirloskar Prc)priclary

r-




Advocate

(“KPL”), as alleged. Our clients state that you have by your own admission stated in the
captioned Letter that the aforesaid companies are not signatories to the Deod of Family
Settlement dated September [1, 2009 (“"DEFS™), As per our client’s knowledge, none of
these companies have either adopted or ratified the DFS. Hence, the DFS is not binding
on these companies.

In view of the same, our clients are unable to appreciate your bold and arbitrary claims
that KOEL. L.GM and KPL should unconditionally submit themselves 1o mediation
merely because they are under the management and control of our clients even though
you are well aware that the DFS has been exccuted by our clients in their respective
individual capacities and not on behalf ol any company ncluding KOEL L.GM and KPT.
Qur clients hope that you will appreciate that being a listed company, the Board of KOEL
comprises of eminent individuals as independent directors and such decisions would be
& consequence of the decision of the Board and our chients would not be in a position {o
participate or otherwise influence such decisions.

In the circumstances, the claims made in your Leder are gravely misplaced and our
clients vehemently oppose the same.

While our clients are agreeable 1o the suggestion of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of Tndia
for referring the matters arising under the Special Leave Petitions to mediation, in relation
to the choice of a mediator, our clients continue (o believe that since the disputes
proposed to be referred to mediation are primarily commercial in nature, the mediation
would progress better if an eminent business personality was approached to act as a
mediator. Accordingly, our clients request vou (o re-consider the names of the mediators
suggested under our letter dated September 5, 2021,

Ms. Pratiksha Sharma
Advecate,

N-13, Green Park Extension,
2% Floor, New Dethi — 110016,

pratikshasharma08@gmail.com
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ADVOCATES, SUPREME COURT OF iNDIA
PLAZA CINEMA BUILDING, ) TEL D11-23322311
CONBAUGHT CIRCUS, - -U17-23120912
s A 11 23713657
NEW BELHI-1 10001 OMAl Qﬂﬂﬁi‘@gagfammmmm

QUR REF :

UAR/G-4168/ 2 25
16.11.2021
Ms. Liz Mathew,
Advocale, Supreme Courl
JE-A8, Lower Ground Floor,
Kailash Colony,
New Dethi-110 048

Madam/Sir,

Re:  In the Supreme Court of India
SEP No.8020 of 2021

Kirloshar Brothers Limited
Vs,
Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors,

(Arising from Judgment and Final Order dated 03.05.2021
of the Bombay High Court in Civil Arbifration Appeal (51.)
No.1661 of 2021)

Subjeet: (i) Our Letter dated 25" August, 2021 bearing Ref No:
UAR/G-4i68/142;
Gi)  Your Reply dated 5% September, 2021;
Giily  Our Leter dated 15" September, 2021 bearing Ref No:
VAR/GHIGE67; und

5\

(iv)  Your Reply dated 19" September, 2021,

Peay Madany,

We refer 1o our Letter dated 15.09.2021 and your response, after a month,
dated 19302021 marked “Without Prejudice’™

In response thereto, we are insiructed by our Clients, Kirloskar Brothers
Limited to reply and state as under -

At the outser, our Clients repeat and reiterate what 1Is stated in our Letters
dated 25.082021 and 15.09.2021. Anything not specifically denled by vs in
this Letter of ours should not be deemed to be admitted {or non-traverse or
atherwise, .

- -l_rr‘_?"‘-.,"/
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At the further oulsed, we wish fo state that, vou and your CHonts are well
aware, that the Hon’ble Supremc Court by its Order dated 27.07.2621 had
expressly infer alia directed that ; -

“We feel that this is a case where the disputes between the

We divect the parties (o explove the possibifity of mediation
also an the next date of hearing.”

Hence, the Hon'ble Supreme Court by its aforesaid order had expressiy
directed “the parties” in the aforementioned proccedings (who are not only
members of the Kirloskar family and signatorics to the DFES, bur also
companies under their control such as Kirloskar Oil Engines Ltd. (“KOEL™),
La Gajjar Machineries Pyt Ltd. ("LG™) and Kirloskar Proprictary Ltd.
{“IKPL”) to seek 1o resolve matters by way of mediation.

Despite all the good faith efforts of our Clients as recorded in our Letters dated
25082021 and 15092021, to resolve matters by way of mediation, vour
Chents responses have been most unfortunate, regretiable (10 say the least) and
lacking in good faith and bona fides. Your Clients have despite the
aforementtoned direction of the Honble Suprome Couwrt made all possible
efforts and raised atl possible alibis, in your letters dated 05.09.2021 and
19.10.2021, to scuttle any meaningful resolution of disputes by way of
mediation, We gelterale that for any mediation fo be meaningful, all
signatories (o the DIFS and all entities/companies under the management and
control of these signatories, should uncenditionally submit themselves to
mediation. We further reiterafe that since the Hon'ble Supreme Court by its
aforementioned Order had expressly dirccted “the parties™ (and not merely the
signatories to the DFS), to seek to resolve matlers by way of mediation, the
stance taken by vowr Clients, is i breach of good faith and the directions of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court. The object of Mediation is to achieve a holistic
and fulsome settlement in both; the letter and spirit of the Honble Supreme
Cowrt’s Order and not mercly go through the motions resulting tn a Partial or
incomplete process.

Quy Clients reserve thelr right o place your Cliemts” conduct before the
Hon’ble Supreine Court,

1. (1) With reference (o paragraph no. I of yowr letfer under reference, our
Clients dispute and deny that Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar, our Chairman and
Managing Director, has time and again claimed in various onguving legal
proceedings between him and your Clienis that he has the right to control,
govern and manage the affairs of KBIL as per his wishes, without any
mterference or opposition or implied that he is the alter ego of KBIL.

(i1} In fact, this allegation was made by Mr. Rahu! Kirtoskar {one of your

CClients) in Paragraph. 29 of his Affidavit-in-Reply. in. Company. Petition

No.252 of 2021 (KBL vs. ACK & Ors.) in whieh Mr. Rahul Kirloskar has

falsely alleged that 7 reiterate that it is not surprising that Mr. Sanjay
-

: . :’?i\‘w"!
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Supreme Court uf fndia, New Delliy

Kirloskar hos. in separate proceedings before this very Hon'ble Tribumal
deposed on oath that be is the alier ego of the Petitioner thal ix o lisied public
Company.”, Our Clients in their Affidavit-in-Rejoinder to Mr, Rabul Kirloskar
in Company Petition No. 252 of 2021 (KBL vs. ACK & Ors) have in
Paragraph 38 thereof in fact stated that ** W is denied that My, Sanjay Kirloxkar
has, in separate proceedings before this very Hon'ble Tribunal deposed on
oath that he is the alter ego of the Petitioner that is a listed public Company,
ay alleged or ar uli. .

(11} Kirleskar Industries Limited (& company under the management and
control of vour Chients) have also (evidently at the instance of your Clients) in
their Affidavit-in-Reply in Company Petition No. 252 of 2021 (KBL vs. ACK
& Ors) made an identical allegation in paragraphs 7 and 28 and falsely
alleged in paragraph 28 that “J7 is nor surprising that Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar
has, in separate proceedings before this very Hon'ble Tribunal deposed on
woath that he is the alter ego of the Petitioner that is a publicly listed
Compny. " Our Clicnts in their Affidavit-in-Rejoinder to Kirloskar industries
Limited m Company Petition No. 252 of 2021 (KBL vs. ACK & Ors.) have in
Paragraphs 11 and 33 stated that, “¥ is denied thar Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has,
in separate proceedings before this verv Hon'ble Tribunal deposed on oarh
thai he is the alter ego of the Petitioner that is a listed public Company, as
alleged ov ar all. ”.

Hence, the allegation made by you in your letier is entirely false, to
your Clients” knowledge and we call upon you to withdraw the same.

(iv}  Furthezmore. the manner in which KOEL, LG and KPL, have been
responding (in relation 1o correspondence regarding mediation, pursuant 1o the
aforesaid Order of the Hon bie Supreme Court), clearly evidences the fact that
they are not acting independently, but are acting at the behest of your Clients.

(iv.aa) In this regard, it is pertinent o nole that as on date, 10 of the 15
Directors of KOEL, are (i} Promotor Directors (viz. Mr. Atul Kirfoskar, Mr.
Rahul Kirloskar, Mr. Nihal Kulkarni, and Ms. Gauri Kolenaty), or (i)
employees or former empioyees of companies under the management and
control of your Clients (viz. Mr. Mahesh Chhabria, Mr. Sanjecv Nintkar and
{ii) common directors, being members on the board of other companies
controlled by your Chents (viz. Mr. Sunil Shah Singh, Mr. Vinesh Jairath and
Mr. Satish Jamdar and Ms. Mrunalin Deshmukb).  Given its composition,
KOEL™s Board bas and will act as per the behest of vour Clicnts who have
ensured their election on the boards of between 2 to 4 companies controlled by
thent,

(iv.b) 1t is furthermore relevant 1o note that, your Clients have, in pursuance
of and in unplementation of the arrangements as specified in Schedule V of
the amendment fo the IS dated 12.10.2009, caused KOFEL to transfer shareg
(as specified in the said amendment (o the DFS) to Kirloskar Systems Limited,

(a private Janited . company. of .M. Vikram. Kirloskar). of .a .value of...... ...

approximately Rs 1580,00.00,000/. Our Chients understand that none of the
then Directors on the Board of KOEL objected to this transaction, which was

S
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effected in pursuance to the amendment of the DFS. Hence, any contention fo
the contrary that KOEL and its Boeard are unaware of the DU'S and not hound
by the same is untenable, unsustainable and false, since KOEL and its Board
have clearly acled in pursuance of the DFS (as amended) and implemented the
arrangements as contemplated therein,

(v} In fact, it hardly behoves your Chlients 1o make any allegations against
My, Sanjay Kirloskar, our Client™s Chairman and Managing Director, more so
since some of your Clients have been iwdicted by SEBI by s Order dated
20.10.2020, for not only insider 1rading in shares of our Client, but also for
haviag perpetrated a frand on Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL™, a publicly
histed Company owned and controfled by your Clients. Despite the josses
suffered by KIL and the aforementioned SEBI Order, KIL has not adopted any
proceedings against some of your Clients 611 date, for being restituted for this
fraudulent transaction. This in jact raises grave doubts and suspicions as
regards the independence of the board of directors of not only KIL, but also of
other public limited companies, such as KOEL, which boards are far from
independent and comprise of (i} common directors on the boards of other
companies controlled by your Clients and (i1} former execulives who were in
the {’mplv yiment of companies controlled by your Clients. Hence, the boards of
companies controlied by your Clients are far from independent.

{vi)  We further repeat and reiterate that, your Clients (and the boards of
those respective compantes) have intentionally and deliberately not caused
KOEL, LG and KPL, to adopt, ratify and/or disclose the DES for mala fide
reasons, so that KOEL and LG i particular can engage i businesses
competitive with that of our Clients, notwithstanding the fact that Clauses 15
and 16 of the DFS categorically supulates that: -

“I5. No Party shall do or omir to do any act, deecl or thing
which will cause damage to the name and reputation of
“Kirloskar” including engaging in_a _directly competifive
husiness and shall strive to bring in efficiency, competence and

imnovation in the business run by him, so as to enhance the
brand “Kirloskar”. The Parties alse agree 10 co-operate with
cach otlier 1o ensure smooth implemeiation of this seitlenent
and agree to do such things and acts and sign such deeds and
documents as may be necessary or expedient to give effect to
the provisions of this DEFS,

16, On !hc mmp!anrm 0}‘ m’! actions as envisuged in this DFS,
the a : fair and equitable o gl

concerned cmd {:‘mt rhev OF aiyene c./unmng under or through
them shall not_have any claim or dispuie_against each other in
freture i this reeard

{vii) Undeniably and unquestionably each of KOEL, LG and KPL, are

enlitics claiming under or through vour Clients, are bound by the DFS and. .

furthermore KOEL, was incorporated in 2010 consequent fo a demerger, in

pursuance of the DIS. Hence, our Clients dispute and deny that the DFS is not . L .
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binding on these Companies and repeat and reiterate that they are for the
aforementioned reasons uneguivocally bound by the DS

2. (1) With reference to paragraph no. 2 of your letter under
reference, onr Clients take strong objection 1o the unwarranted and uncalled
for language about any “bold and arbitrary claims” as falsely alleged.

{i1) Both our letters dated 25.08.2021 and 15.09.2021, have been addressed
in deference to the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court dated 27.07.2021,
and our Chents have made all possible genuine efforts to seek 10 resoive
matiers by way of mediation, including recommending the names of three
eminent Former Justices of the Honhle Supreme Cowrt, all of which names
for some untenable reasons are not acceptable (o your Clients.

(itfy  In fact, as menttoned in our letter of 25.08.2021, KOEL, LG and KPL
fevidently at the imstance of vour Chents), had three davs afier the
aforementioned order of the Hov’ble Supreme Courl directing parties to
explore the possibility of mediation, filed a substantive SLP in the Hon’ble
Supreme Court without giving any indication to the Hon ble Supreme Court,
that they would be doing so, despite the induigence accorded by the Hon'ble
Supreme Courd, to enable parties to explore the possibility of mediation. This
corroborates the fact that neither your Clients nor companies under their
management/control have any borng fide, genuine or good faith desire to
resolve matters by way of mediation, notwithstanding the aforementioned

directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court,

(iv)  We repeat and reiterate that, although KOEL, LG and KPL are not
signatories 1o the DFS, they are all companies under the control of your
Clients, who are signatories 1o the DFS, (and apart from the fact that the
Hon’ble Supreme Court had directed “the parties” (which would include
KOFL, LG and KPL) o scek to resolve mafiers by way of mediation), for any
mediation to be meaningful all signatories to the DFS and all entities/
companies under their management/control should unconditionally submit
themselves to mediafion.

(iv.ay Each of KOEL, LG and KPL are clearly bound by the DFS., Any
contention to the contrary is wholly untenable, more so, since some of the
companics under the control / management of your Clients viz. KOEL and its
Board of Dirvectors have, (for the reasons mentioned above, and which are not
repeated in the mierest of brevity) in fact acted upon and in pursuance of the
DFS (as amended).

(v) As regavds, your Clients” false alibi, that #t is for the board of KOEL to
take a decision, we reiterate [or the aforementioned reasons, the fact that the
board of KOEL is far from independent and of its 15 Directors 10 arc (i)
promoter directors (who are your Clients) (i) common directors on the boards
of other companies controlled by your Chents and (HI) emplovees of
companies controlled by your Clients. The boards of other companies
managed/controlied by your Clients also comprise of promoter directors,
conunon divectors or emplovees/former employees whe act as per the behest
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of your Chents. The independent directors of KOEL, evidently on the
direcrions of vour Clients, have, in a transaction as mentioned ahove, caused
CJKOEL 10 sell approximately Rs. 150,00,00,000/- of shares owned by KO,
of Toyota related joint ventures to Kirloskar Systems Limited (a private
limited company of Mr, Vikram Kidoskar), in pursuance of the DFS {as
amended).

(vi}  Hence, the board of directors of KOEL (including Independent
Directors) are far from “independent™ and person{s) have been appaointed 1w
the bourd of KOLL, who are clearly willing {o act in accordance with the
behest, whims and fancies of your Clients.

(vit}  In view thereof, it is reiterated that, your false alibi that it is the board
of KOEL who has to take a decision, is far from the truth; given the
composition of the sald board of KOEL and the manner in which this hoard
has been acting at the behest and as per the whims and fancies of your Clients.

(viii} In fact, as mentioned above, even the board of K1l (another public
Hsted company controlled by vour Clients)y has despite the fraud perpetrated
on KIL (and for which some of your Clients have been indicted by SEBI for
insider trading and fraud), tili date has not taken any action against your
Clients,

(ix)  In the circumstances and in view of the aforementioned facts, we

repcat and retferate that boards of companies (confrolled by vour Clients)

e, merely act as per vour Clients behest, whims and fancies and your Clients

Ty, {(have proved as they implemented the DFS partly) that they are clearly na

position to ensure that all companies under thelr management and conirel can

unconditionally subimnit themselves to mediation, 1f your Clients are genuine in
their desire to resolve matters in good faith by way of mediation.

&
e 3. (i) With reference to paragraph no. 3 of your letter under
v reference, we vehemently object 1o your unsubstantiated and reckless

atlegation that the elaims made in owr letter are gravely wisplaced, which
allegation is entirely faise, incorrect and unwarranted and we call upon you to
withdraw the same.

§2RRE T om
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(i1} We repeat and reiterate what has been stated in our letters of
25.08.2021 and 15.09.2021, both of which apart from evidencing our Chients
bona fide willingness 1o resolve maters by way of mediation, in fact state and
re-state the correct factual position, however unpleasant it may be for your
CHents to accept and acknowledge the same. Clearly, your Clients have no
bona fide intention of resolving matiers by way of mediation and we reserve
our right 10 place your Clients conduct and the correspondence exchanged
hefore the Hon'ble Supreme Court.

4, With reference to paragraph no. 4 of your letter under reference, as
mentioned in our letter of 15.09.2021, we believe that considering the nature
of the issues and lepal aspects {0 be resolved, the mediator, apart from being a
person with an unimpeachable reputation, necds to have a deep understanding

. i \‘ .
o &ﬁg .
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of legal issues and hence, the three mediators supgested by us in our letter of

25082007 being Former Justices of the Sepreme Court of India. would be

crmnently suitable. The three names suggested by you m your letier of

(05.09.2021, may have associations/business interests with your Clients and
- certainly do not have the requisite legal expertise and skills.

Yours f£ ajthfully,

U.A. Rana
Partner
M/s, Gagrat & Co.
Advocates for the Petitioner

CC: Ms. Pratiksha Sharma,
Advocate,
WA, Green Park Bxtension,

2% Floor. New Delhi -1 10016
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Annexure 8

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
LANO. __ OF2022
IN
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021
IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Applicant/Petitioner
VERSUS
Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors.  ...Respondents

APPLICATION FOR URGENT RELIEFS IN VIEW OF
BREACHES OF CLAUSE 15 READ WITH CLAUSE 16 OF
THE DEED OF FAMILY SETTLEMENT (“DFS”) BY
KOEL

The Petitioner abovenamed most respectfully submits as under:

1.  For the sake of convenience, the present Applicant is
hereinafter referred to as the Petitioner, as so described in the

Present Petition, filed before this Hon’ble Court.

2. The Petitioner repeats, reiterates and reaffirms the contents
of this present Petition, Additional Affidavit and the Further
Additional Affidavit filed by the Petitioner as if the same is set
out herein in extenso and denies anything that is contrary thereto
and/or inconsistent therewith. The Petitioner craves leave to file a
further/supplemental Affidavit, in support of this Application, if

so required.

3. The Petitioner is filing the present Application to place

certain relevant facts and events on record, before this Hon’ble

1



Court, which have occurred/continue to occur even after the
filing of the present Special Leave Petition (hereinafter referred
to as the “Present Petition”), which facts and events clearly
amount to a breach of the DFS, as a result of Respondent No
21/KOEL (at the instance of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar,
3/ Rahul Kirloskar) currently manufacturing and supplying goods
and products, including through its subsidiaries (such as
Respondent No.22/La-Gajjar), associate companies/entities and
affiliates that are in direct competition with the business,

activities, goods and products of the Petitioner.

4. (1) Itis pertinent to note that the entity presently known as
Respondent No. 21/KOEL was incorporated consequent to a de-
merger. Respondent No. 21/KOEL is a company limited by
shares and its Corporate Identification Number is
L29100PN2009PLC133351 and its registration number is
133351.

(i1) The entity presently known as KOEL is the successor of
the erstwhile KOEL (now known as Kirloskar Industries
Limited).

(iii) Respondent No.21/KOEL is controlled by Respondent No.
1/Atul Kirloskar and Respondent No. 3/Rahul Kirloskar and their
Promoter groups holding in Respondent No.21/KOEL is around
59.44%.

(iv) Respondent No. 22/l.a-Gajjar is a subsidiary of
Respondent No. 21/KOEL, and in June 2017, Respondent No.



21/KOEL acquired a 76% equity stake in Respondent No. 22/La-
Gayjjar.

(v) La-Gajjar holds a 100% equity stake in Optiqua Pipes &
Electricals Pvt. Ltd. (“OPEPL”).

(vi) OPEPL in October, 2021, acquired a 49% equity stake in
ESVA Pumps India Pvt. Ltd. (“ESVA”) and under the Articles of
Association of ESVA, OPEPL has been accorded certain special

rights.

(vil) Vahinie Engineering (“VE”) is a partnership firm and it
appears from the corporate records of ESVA (as available in the
public domain) that the two current pariners of VE appear to be
(1) V. Bharanitharan and (ii) Mrs. C. Shanthi. It further appears
that the said two persons are also Directors and shareholders of
ESVA and hold a 51% stake in ESVA. The balance 49% equity
stake in ESVA was acquired in October, 2021 by OPEPL, who
has been accorded special controlling rights under the Articles of

Association of ESVA.

(viii) The aforesaid companies/ partnership firm are engaged in
businesses competitive with that of the Petitioner, and are under
common control of Respondent No. 1/ Atul Kirloskar and

Respondent No. 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and/ or interconnected.

(ix) The Petitioner craves leave to refer to what it has stated in
each of its Applications submitted to this Hon’ble Court in
relation to each of Respondent No. 22/ La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA

and VE, engaging in businesses competitive with that of the
3



Petitioner, and the same is not repeated herein in the interest of

brevity.

5. The object of Respondent No. 21/KOEL according to its

Memorandum of Association is set out below:

“1. To carry on in India or elsewhere, the business as
designers, researchers, developers, manufacturers, buyers,
assemblers, modifiers, installers, reconditioners, sellers,
hirers, sublessors, market makers, dismantlers, repairers,
operators, exporters, importers, distributors and to act as
agent, broker, adatia, consignor, C&F agent, indenting
agent, representative, correspondent, franchiser, stockist,
supplier, vendor, transporter, collaborator, export house or
otherwise deal in engines of every description for the use of
all kinds of engines including heat engines, internal
combustion engines operated by any type of fuel and/or
gases including steam, boilers, locomotives, road rollers,
automobiles, trucks, (ractors, agricultural implements,
pumps, gensels and all kinds and varieties of filters
including air filters, water filters, oil filters, gas filters,
Jilter elements, filter papers of any other products covered
in the range of filters elements, and forging, pressing,
stamping and roll forming of metal; powder metallurgy.

6. It is furthermore relevant to note that the Directors of
Respondent No. 21/KOEL inter alia include (i) Mr. Atul
Kirloskar (who is a signatory to the DFS), (ii) Mr. Rahul
Kirloskar (who is a signatory to the DFS), (iii)) Ms. Gauri
Kirloskar (who is a signatory to the DFS), and other directors
who for reasons mentioned herein below are aware of the DFS
and the terms therein including Clauses 15 and 16 (which have

been set out herein below),

7. The Petitioner states that on 11.09.2009, a Deed of
Family Settlement (“DFS”) was entered into and executed
inter alia between Proforma Respondent/Sanjay Kirloskar
(Chairman and Managing Director of the Petitioner),

Respondent No. 2/Vikram Kirloskar (Promoter of
a

1



Respondent No. 21 / KOEL), Respondent No.l/Atul
Kirloskar (Executive Chairman of Respondent No. 21 /
KOEL), Respondent No. 3/Rahul Kirloskar (Non-Executive
Director of Respondent No. 21 / KOEL) and the Late Gautam
Kulkarni (former Executive Vice-Chairman of Respondent
No. 21 / KOEL) inter alia to effect a family settlement
whereby the ownership, management and control of each
branch of the Kirloskar family business would be passed on
to the parties specified in Schedule II of the said DFS, as
regards the respective companies mentioned under or against

their respective names and to the extent as mentioned therein.

8. Clause 15 and Clause 16 of the said DFS being
particularly relevant for the purposes of this Application and
the reliefs sought for herein, are set out hereunder, for ease of

reference: -

“15. No party shall do or omit to do any act, deed or
thing which will cause damage to the name and
reputation of “Kirloskar” including engaging in a
directly competitive business and shall strive to
bring in efficiency, competence and innovation in the
business run by him, so as to enhance the brand
"Kirloskar". The parties also agree to co-operate
with each other to ensure smooth implementation of this
settlement and agree to do such things and acts and sign
such deeds and documents as may be necessary or
expedient to give effect to the provisions of this DFS.

16.  On the completion of all actions as envisaged in
this DFS, the Parties agree that the settlement is fair and
equitable to all concerned and that they or anyone
claiming under or through them shall not have any claim
or dispute against each other in future in this regard.”

9. On a fair reading of Clause 15 read with Clause 16 of the
DES, it is self-evident and clear that the intention of the

signatories to the DFS that, “they (viz. signatories to the DFS) or
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anyone claiming under or through them (viz. companies/entities
under their management and control) shall not have any claim or
dispute against each other in future, in this regard (viz. as regards
the DFS and its terms)”. In view thereof, it is submitted that it
was the unequivocal intention of the signatories to the DFS (as
recorded in Clause 15 read with Clause 16 thereof) that they and
companies/entities under their management and control, would

not engage in competitive businesses.

10.  The Petitioner states that it is relevant to note that after the
execution of the DFS in 2014, Respondent No. 21/KOEL
(evidently inter alia at the instance of Respondent No.l/Atul

Kirloskar and Respondent No.3/Rahul Kirloskar) ventured into

the business of trading in electric mono-block and submersible

umps, by procuring such pumps from unknown

manufacturers/third-party vendors and branding them as its own

pumps. Respondent No. 21/KOEL also started advertising and
marketing the said pumps inter alia by approaching dealers in the
local market in India. Furthermore, Respondent No. 21/KOEL in
breach of the DFS, has been in some form or the other,
associating the tradename ‘Kirloskar’ with electric mono-block
and submersible pump sets sold by Respondent No. 21/KOEL in
order to promote the sale of pump sets procured by Respondent
No. 21/KOEL, which are of the same specification as that
manufactured and sold by the Petitioner. In 2015 upon
Respondent No. 21/KOEL being put to notice by the Petitioner,
by their letter dated 06.01.2015, Respondent No. 21/KOEL
withdrew their said electric submersible and mono-block pumps
from the market, since this was a gross breach of the terms and

conditions of the DFS, in particular Clause 15 read with Clause
6
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16 thereof. A true and correct copy of the letter dated 06.01.2015
from the Petitioner to Respondent No. 21/KOEL is hereto
annexed and marked as Annexure 1 (Page Nosé&:toli).

11.  Itis equally pertinent to note that the Board of Directors of
the Petitioner had taken the DFS on record on 18.04.2016, and
disclosed the same to the stock exchanges on 19.04.2016, as
required under Regulation 30(2) of the Securities and Exchange
Board (Listing Obligations & Disclosure Requirements)
Regulations, 2015 (“SEBI LODR”). However, the Board of
Directors of Respondent No. 21/ KOEL (evidently at the instance
of Respondent Nos.1/ Atul Kirloskar and 3/ Rahul Kirloskar)
have deliberately not taken on record and not disclosed the DFS
to the stock exchanges on specious and frivolous grounds, with a
view to (i) continuing to engage in businesses competitive with
that of the Petitioner (in breach of Clause 16 read with Clause 15
of the DFS); and (ii) intentionally conceal the true position to
investors, thereby violating the provisions of SEBI LODR. This
is corroborated by the fact that a letter dated 14.10.2017, was
addressed by the Company Secretary of Respondent No. 21/
KOEL, under the directions of its Board, to Respondent No. 27/
Sanjay Kirloskar, in which letter it was inter alia stated that “In

view of the above and the explanations provided by Mr. Atul

Kirloskar _and Mr. Rahul Kirloskar _and _taking into

consideration legal advice obtained by them... the Board has

concurred with the opinion that the DFS is not binding on _the

Company. Therefore the Company is not required to make
disclosures in relation to the same in pursuance of the provisions

of the LODR, as alleged by you.”
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The aforesaid letter dated 14.10.2017 clearly establishes
the fact that neither Respondent No.21/KOEL nor its Board of
Directors are acting independently. They are clearly acting at the
behest of Respondent Nos.l/ Atul Kirloskar and 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar, who are in control of Respondent No.21/KOEL. Apart
from the fact that, Respondent Nos.1/ Atul Kirloskar and 3/
Rahul Kirloskar being Interested Parties ought to have refrained
from advising/offering explanations to the Board of Respondent
No. 21/ KOEL as regards the disclosure of the DFS to the stock
exchanges, they have done so, although they are not only
Interested Parties but also are not qualified to advise on such
matters. It is regrettable that the partisan Board of Respondent
No. 21 / KOEL, chose to without further independent validation,
act in accordance with their behest, Had any independent written
legal opinion been obtained by Respondent No. 21 / KOEL, the
same would have been referred to in the aforesaid letter of
Respondent No. 21 / KOEL dated 14.10.2017. A true and correct
copy of the aforesaid letter dated 14.10.2017 of the Company
Secretary of Respondent No. 21/KOEL addressed to Respondent
No. 27/ Sanjay Kirloskar is hereto annexed and marked as

Annexure 2 (Page Nos.39 to 3.

12. However, from 2017 onwards Respondent No. 21/KOEL
has been engaging in competitive businesses with the Petitioner
through various companies/entities; namely the aforementioned
La-Gajjar (since 2017), OPEPL (since 2021), ESVA (since 2021)
and VE (since 2021).]

13. Morcover, it is submitted that the Board of Respondent
No. 21/KOEL are aware of the DFS and the terms thereof,

8
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including Clauses 15 and 16, including for the following reasons-
(i) in May 2020, Mr. Sanjeev Nimkar (being the Former
Managing Director of Respondent No.21/KOEL) had written,
“issued under the instructions of and on behalf of the Board of
Directors of KOEL”, a “without prejudice” letter dated
27.05.2020, on behalf of Respondent No.21/KOEL to the
Petitioner, inter alia contending that the DFS is not binding on
Respondent No.21/KOEL; and (ii) Mr. Sanjeev Nimkar in yet
another “without prejudice” letter dated 02.09.2020, “issued
under the instructions of and on behalf of the Board of Directors
of KOEL” had written to the Petitioner inter alia contending that
the DFS is not binding on Respondent No.21/KOEL. True and
correct copies of the aforesaid letters dated 27.05.2020 and
02.09.2020 of Respondent No. 21/KOEL addressed to the
Petitioner are hereto annexed and marked as Annexure 3 (Page

Nos3% togi) and Annexure 4 (Page Nos3% t039).

14.  Hence, it is not possible for the Board of Respondent No.
21/KOEL to feign ignorance of the DFS and the terms thereof;,
and having regard to the general position in certain common law
jurisdictions that knowledge of a common director would be
imputable to companies on whose boards he is a director,
Respondent No.21/KOEL clearly cannot deny knowledge of the
DEFS.

15. The Petitioner states that the present Application is being
filed since Respondent No. 21/KOEL, (a company under the
control of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar and 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar), had in 2014 and again since 2017, has been
(including through La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA and VE), engaging

9
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in manufacturing and selling products viz (i) (2) Mini Pump of
0.5 HP (KOEL QUARX) and (b) Mini Pump of 1.0 HP (XL
GENI), (ii) (a) V4 Pump oil filled of 1.0 HP 8 stage
(VV4.5108.01.1.00), and (b) VJ submersible Pump of 7.5 HP V8
2 stage (VV8.5102.75.3.01), (iii) (a) Monobloc Pump of 1.5
HP/1PH (MB1.8080.15.1.1LV), and (b) Monobloc Pump of 2.0
HP/1PH ( MB1.1010.02.2.11) (hereinafter for ease of reference
referred to collectively as “KOEL Produets™) and consequently
is engaged in a “directly competitive business” with that of the
Petitioner, more so; since the Petitioner has prior thereto from
around the 1970’s onwards been engaged in the manufacture and
sale of products viz (i} Mini Pumps of 0.5 HP ((2) Chhotu and (b)
Jalraaj Ultra) and Mini Pumps of 1.0 HP ((a) Chhotu Star Ultra
and (b) Jalraaj-1 Ultra), (ii) V4 Pumps of 1.0 HP (KP4
JALRAAJ 1008) and submersible Pumps of 1 HP KP4
(JALRAAJ-1008 ), (iii) Monobloc Pumps of 1.5 HP (KAM-15
V) and Monobloc Pumps of 2.0 HP KDS-212N, (iv)
submersible pump (KS8P-0802) (“KBL Products”). For ease of
reference set out herein below is a comparative chart of KOEL

Products and KBL Products, which are of a similar category and

Uusg: -
Mini \Z' Monoblocs ¥6 & above
0.5 HP FOHP | 1.0HP 1.5 HP 2.0HP
V4 Ot Field, Mono Mono ViSUB PUMP
KOEL THPF/1PH/8st Pump Pump 7.5HP V8
{Respon §| KOEL XL age LSHP/AIPH § 2HP/1IPH/t | 25TAGE
dent No. | QUARX | GENI 32mm{V V4. fT3*75MM | Q0*100MM | (VVE8.5102.75.3.0
21) 3108.01.1.00 (MBL80B0 | (MBL0O10 | )
3 Jd51LV) 022.11)
Chhotu
Chhot St 4
KB[‘J. hhotu ar KP4 KAM-15 ‘
{Petition Ultra JALRAAJ KDS-212N | KS8P-0802
- ; - LV
cr) Talragj Jalraaj- | 1008
Ultra I Ustra
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16. The Petitioner through its Sales Representative in Delhi
(viz. one Mr. Sanjay Srivastava) had on 21% January, 2022,
purchased in Delhi, some KOEL Products (whose application
and product specification are the same / similar to the KBL
Products and hence, directly competitive with the KBL Products)
from, Competent Engineers a dealer/seller in KOEL Products,
who is based in Delhi. A true and correct copy of the tax invoice
issued by Competent Engineers, dated 21% January, 2022 to the

Petitioner is hereto annexed and marked as Annexure 5 (Page

NosU0 to ).

17. The Petitioner craves leave to place these aforementioned
KOEL Products and the aforementioned KBL Products, before
this Hon’ble Court, if so required, by this Hon’ble Court.

18.  The Petitioner submits that the aforesaid KOEL Products
are of a similar category and use, to that of the KBL Products,
which the Petitioner has been manufacturing and selling much
prior thereto. This clearly amounts to a breach of Clause 15 read
with Clause 16 of the DFS by Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL, 22/ La-Gajjar, OPEPL,
ESVA and VE.

19. The Petitioner repeats and reiterates that Respondent No.
21/KOEL (at the instance of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar
and 3/ Rahul Kirloskar) including through La-Gajjar, OPEPL,
ESVA and VE is manufacturing and selling KOEL Products
since 2017; which are similar to the KBL Products (which are
being manufactured and sold much prior thereto);

notwithstanding the express provisions contained in Clause 15

11



read with Clause 16 of the DFS, and notwithstanding the
pendency of the present proceedings before this Hon’ble Court
and the Order of this Hon’ble Court dated 27.07.2021.

20. The Petitioner further repeats and reiterates that each of
Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar, 21/
KOEL, 22/ La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA and VE, and each of them
are in clear breach of contractual non-compete obligations as

contained in Clause 15 read with Clause 16 of the DFS.

21. The Petitioner further submits that even during the
pendency of the proceedings before this Hon’ble Court, and
despite the Order of this Hon’ble Court dated 27.07.2021,
wherein this Hon’ble Court had urged parties to resolve disputes
through Mediation; Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL and 22/ La-Ggjjar, are attempting to
overreach the Orders of and proceedings before this Hon’ble
Court, by their deceptive actions of manufacturing and selling
KOEL Products, including through companies/entities, which
they directly/indirectly control/ are inter-connected with for the
aforesaid reasons, viz. OPEPL, ESVA and VE. It is reiterated that
the KOEL Products are similar to and directly competitive with
KBL Products (which the Petitioner has been manufacturing

much prior thereto).

22. Though the matter remained sub judice before this
Hon’ble Court, the aforementioned Respondents had acquired the
aforementioned companies/ entities, which are in direct or
indirect competition with that of the Petitioner, against the intent
of the DI'S entered between the Parties. This is clearly violative

12
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of the DFS. Clause 15 read with Clause 16 of the DFS, makes it
self-evident and clear that the intention of the signatories to the
DFS was that the Respondents and companies/entities under their
management and control, would not engage in competitive

businesses.

23, The matter was listed on 25.11.2021 when the Hon'ble
Court adjourned the matter to 02.12.2021 at the request of the
Respondents for obtaining further instructions, when the

Petitioners had reiterated the grievance in that behalf.

24.  The matter was sub judice and on 02.12.2021, when the
Petitioners had again flagged this issue, when the above matters
were referred to the Mediator, The Hon'ble Ms. Justice Indu
Malhotra- a Former Judge of the Supreme Court of India, for
resolving the conflict between the parties. While the proceedings
and the reference clearly show that there was a clear intent to
freeze the acts of the parties, the Respondents did not even
consider the need to bring this to the notice of this Hon’ble Court
and/ or seek the permission of this Hon’ble Court — even when

the Petitioner had already made a grievance in that behalf.

25. The matter was again sub judice when the matter was
placed before the Learmed Mediator on 04.12.2021 and
Mediation Proceedings continued and these failed on 09.12.2021.

26. It is submitted that the above would show that during the
pendency of the present Petition, the Respondents, without
giving any deference to the pendency of the matter before this
Hon’ble Court took advantage of the pendency of the matters

before this Hon'ble Supreme Court and has acquired stakes in
13
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companies/ entities, which are directly in competition with
Petitioner herein. It is submitted that the Respondents ought to
have held their hands from engaging in direct or indirect
competition with that of the Petitioner as the same is violative of
the provisions of the DFS. At the most, if they intended to
acquire new companies / entities, this could only have been done

with the permission of this Hon'ble Court.

27. The Petitioner further submits that notwithstanding the
pendency of the present proceedings and even during the
mediation, Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL and 22/ La-Gajjar had/are becoming
increasingly more emboldened and manufacturing competing
products (viz. the KOEL Products), including through the
aforementioned OPEPL, ESVA and VE and this is now self-
evident from their mala fide conduct and the recent facts set out

herein above.

28. The Petitioner submits that consequently, the Petitioner
has been suffering losses of about Rs. 1,00,00,000 (Rupees One
Crore) per day, in sales, during the last four financial years (viz.
F.Y. 2017-18, 2018-19, 2019-20 and 2020-21) as a result of the
sale of KOEL Products (at the instance of Respondent Nos. 1/
Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL, 22/ La-Gajjar,
OPEPL, ESVA and VE). This has caused and continues to cause
grave harm and prejudice to all the stakeholders of the Petitioner,

including its public shareholders.

29.  The Petitioner further submits that KOEL/ Respondent No.
21/ La-Gajjar, to increase their market share (vis-a-vis the

14
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Petitioner), have also deliberately been selling KOEL Products
below their market value and this has also impacted the losses

which the Petitioner has been suffering since 2017.

30. In these circumstances it is submitted and prayed that this
Hon’ble Court be pleased to direct Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL to render true and
faithful accounts of all profits earned by each of them, as a result
of the sale of KOEL Products in breach of Clause 15 read with
Clause 16 of the DFS. It is further submitted and prayed that
each of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar
and 21/ KOEL be further ordered and decreed to pay over such
profits to the Petitioner. In this régard, the Petitioner craves leave
to refer to the recent Annual Reports of Respondent No. 21/
KOEL and/or Respondent No. 22/ La-Gajjar, which have been

reporting revenues and profits from the sale of KOEL Products -

which since 2017 aggregate to Rs.1652,00,00,000 (Rupees One
Thousand Six Hundred and Fifty Two Crores). Respondent
No.21/ KOEL (including its subsidiaries, i.e. La- Gajjar, OPEPL,
etc) has consequently derived a Profit before Tax (PBT) of
Rs.63,00,00,000 (Rupees Sixty Three Crores) in the last four
financial years, as per the segment result of Respondent
No.21/KOEL’s consolidated financial statements for the F.Y.
2017-18, 2018-19, 2019-20 and 2020-21, from the sale of KOEL
Products. From this disclosure it is self-evident and now
undeniable that KOEL Products are being manufactured and sold
by KOEL/ Respondent No.2 1.

31. It is repeated and re-iterated that each of Respondent Nos.
1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL (including

15



through La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA and VE) are directly /
indirectly engaged in competitive businesses with that of the
Petitioner. The Petitioner also reserves its right to independently
adopt proceedings against each of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL in this regard and
seek recovery of the losses suffered by the Petitioner from each
of the aforementioned persons / companies / entities; both jointly

and severally.

32.  Respondent No. 21/KOEL by manufacturing and selling
KOEL Products in 2014 and again from 2017 (including through
La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA and VE), (which are competitive with
KBL Products, and which KBL Products have been
manufactured by the Petitioner prior thereto), Respondent Nos. 1/
Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL are in total and
gross violation and breach of the provisions contained in Clause
15 read with Clause 16 of the DFS; notwithstanding the
pendency of these proceedings before this Hon’ble Court and
notwithstanding the Order of this Hon’ble Court dated
27.07.2021.

33. It is further submitted that by manufacturing and selling
KOEL Products in 2014 and again from 2017 (including through
La-Gajjar, OPEPL, ESVA and VE), (which are competitive with
KBL Products and which KBL Products have been manufactured
by the Petitioner prior thereto)), the conduct of Respondent Nos.
1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL is clearly
mala fide and patently dishonest and deceptive, and they are not

entitled to raise any plea in equity to deny or defeat the grant of

16
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ad-interim reliefs as prayed for by the Petitioner in the present

Application.

34.  The Petitioner further submits that it is just, necessary and
equitable and in the interests of justice to protect the business of
the Petitioner that ad-interim reliefs, as prayed for in the present
Application be granted expeditiously, more so in the light of the

recent facts as stated hereinabove.

35. The Petitioner has a very strong prima facie case on
merits. The Petitioner submits that grave and irreparable loss,
harm and injury is and will be caused to the Petitioner which
cannot be compensated only in terms of money, if the ad-interim

reliefs as prayed for in the present Application are not granted.

36. The Petitioner respectfully submits and prays that, in view
of the recent aforementioned events and continuing breaches,
(despite the pendency of the present proceedings and the Order
of this Hon’ble Court dated 27.07.2021) this Hon’ble Court be
pleased to pass necessary and appropriate Orders injuncting
Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar, 21/
KOEL and their representatives, agents, servants, subsidiaries,
assoclate companies/entities and affiliates from competing with
the Petitioner’s business, directly or indirectly, failing which the
Petitioner will continue to suffer grave and irreparable harm and
damage and losses of about Rs. 1,00,00,000 (Rupees One
Crore) per day, in sales, apart from the other continuing
irreparable harm and injury being caused to the Petitioner, which
cannot be compensated in terms of money and hence the need for

the Petitioner to be accorded injunctive reliefs, as prayed for.
17



THE PETITIONER THEREFORE RESPECTFULLY

PRAYS:

a.

For a perpetual order and injunction of this Honble Court
restraining Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL, and their representatives, agents,
servants, subsidiaries (including La-Gajjar) and associate
companies/entities and affiliates from carrying on and
engaging in any businesses competitive with that of the
Petitioner directly or indirectly, including manufacturing
and selling KOEL Products, till the final disposal of the

present proceedings;

That Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL be jointly and severally ordered
and decreed to pay a sum of atleast Rs. 1460,00,00,000/-
(Rupees One Thousand Four Hundred and Sixty Crores
only) as and by way of damages to the Petitioner along
with interest at the rate of 18 % per annum till payment
and/or realisation of the same or such other amount by

way of damages as this Hon’ble Court deems fit and

proper;

In the alternative to prayer (b), Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL be ordered
and decreed to render a true and faithful account of all
profits earned by Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/
Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL, from the manufacture and
sale of KOEL Products and upon the drawing up of
accounts by an Independent person and/or Commissioner

appointed by this Hon’ble Court, Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
18
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Kiroskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL be further
ordered and decreed to pay the Petitioner such amounts as

may be found due on such account being taken;

Pending hearing and final disposal of the present Petition,
a temporary Order and injunction of this Hon’ble Court
restraining Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul
Kirloskar, 21/ KOEIL, and their representatives, agents,
servants, subsidiaries (including I.a-Gajjar) and associate
companies/entities and affiliates from carrying on and
engaging in any businesses competitive with that of the
Petitioner including manufacturing and selling KOEL

Products, till the final disposal of the present proceedings;

Pending hearing and final disposal of the present Petition,
a temporary Order and injunction appointing the Court
Receiver or any other fit and proper person as a Receiver
with all powers under Order 40 Rule 1 of the Code of Civil
Procedure, 1908 and with police assistance to visit the
premises and/or facilities of Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul
Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar, 21/ KOEL and that of their
representatives, agents, servants and subsidiaries and
assocliate companies/entities and affiliates, and to search,
seize, take possession and control of KOEL Products and
all other products which are competitive with the KBL

Products;

Pending hearing and final disposal of the present Petition,
a temporary Order, Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/
Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL be ordered and directed to
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render a true and faithful account of all profits earned by
Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/ Rahul Kirloskar and
21/ KOEL, from the manufacture and sale of KOEL
Products and upon the drawing up of accounts by an
Independent person and/or Commissioner appointed by
this Hon’ble Court, Respondent Nos. 1/ Atul Kirloskar, 3/
Rahul Kirloskar and 21/ KOEL be further ordered and
directed to pay the Petitioner such amounts as may be

found due on such account being taken.

g.  Ad-interim relief in terms of prayer clauses (a) to (f);

h. Costs;

i Such further and other reliefs that this Hon’ble Court may

deem fit and proper.

N @t

L
H - .
;

Filed by:
R |
M/S. GAGRAT & CO,,
~ Filed on: 14.02.2022 Advocates for the Applicant/Petitioner
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
LA NO. OF 2022

IN
SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 8020 OF 2021

IN THE MATTER OF:

Kirloskar Brothers Limited ...Applicant/Petitioner
VERSUS
Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. ...Respondents
AFFIDAVIT

I, Umesh Gosavi, aged about 58 years, having my Office at
Yamuna, Survey No. 98/(327), Plot No. 3, Baner, Pune, 411045,

Mabharashtra, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as follows:

1. I am the Associate Vice President and Head -l.egal of the
Petitioner Company. I am conversant with the relevant facts
relating to the present case derived from the record. T am
competent- to depose to and file this Affidavit on behalf of the

Petitioner Company.

2. I am authorised to file the present Affidavit under a Power

of Attorney by the Petitioner dated 5% April, 2017, in my favour.

3. I have read and understood the contents of the
accompanying Application for Urgent Reliefs, which has been
drafted by our Advocate under my instructions and found to be

true and correct to my knowledge and belief derived from the

SN
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record maintained by the Petitioner in the usual and ordinary

course of business.

4, I further state that the Annexures annexed to the instant

Application are the true copies of their respective originals.

L

EMEES GOSAW
ASSOOIATE VICE FRESIDENT

ANDEPONERARATE LA

VERIFICATION:

Verified at Pune on __ day of February, 2022 that the contents
of my above Affidavit are true and correct to my knowledge and
belief derived from the record maintained by the Petitioner in the
usual and ordinary course of business and no part of it is false

and nothing material has been concealed therefrofpR KIRLOSKAR BRCTHERS LTD.

\)U“\’\

UMESH GOSAVI
ASSOCIATE VICE PRESIDERT
AND HEAD CORPORATE LEGAL

DEPONENT

NOTARIAL NOTARIAL NOTARIAL NOTARIAL NOTARIAL
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TO ALL TQ . WHOM these preseﬁfsliﬁgaﬂﬁggmﬁ;nﬁit oskar Brothers Limited, a company
incorporated under the Indian Companiet-Aet;~1913 having its Registered Office at Udyog
Bhavan, Tilak Road- Pune - 411002 in the State of Maharashtra, India’and Corporate Office at
“Yamuna®, Plot No.,88/3-7 Baner, Pune 411 045, Maharashtra (hereinafter referred o as “the

Company”) SEND GREETINGS.
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_aives and also carries on trading in engineering goods and execution of projecis
i) quEv of the Company's products and other equipments, etc.

B _,.AND WHEP.EAS in the course of and for the purpose of its aforesaid business, the Company
- desfmus of appointing Mr. Umesh Gosavl, designated as Associate Vice-President & Head
Legal (Empioyee No.13858), as its true and fawful Attorney to do, executs and perform all or
=ny of the acts, matters, deeds or things as hereinafter mentioned.

NOW KNOW YOU ALL AND THESE PRESENTS WITNESS THAT the Company hereby
constitutes and appoints Mr. Umesh Gosavl designated as Associate Vice-President & Head
Legal (hereinafter referred {o as the “Atlorney”™) as ils true and lawfui attorney, in fact and in
law, for and in the name of and on behalf of the Company, to do, execute and perform all or
any of acts, functions and activities as mentioned herein below:

1, To comply with all statutory requirements pertaining to the operations under his control
and for this purpose to sign all applications, documenis and also to represent the
Company before such statutory authorities in connection with the matters relating to
such compliance on behalf of the Cornpany.

2. To negotiate, entsr into and execute various agresments in the ordinary course of
business of the Company subject to pricr approvat of the Company.

To accept service of any writ, summons or other legal processes and appear before the
designated officers, Judicial and Quasi-Judicial Authorities or commissioners of protho-
notary or registry of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, High Courts located in States
and for any District Courts and/or Courts of subordinate jurisdiction in india, as well as
with various Government Authorities established by the Central, State Government or

Ef’“{ ‘1‘ “‘3 iocal bodies within the territory of India and to sign & execute various documents as
;g?[); may be required from time to time, an behalt of the Company.

; mp};\ y . To institute, prosecute, defend, oppose, appear in all civit {including property related
;_},T;::—-f‘ matters of the Company} and criminal matters, file appeal, writs, or other connected

and incidental proceedings on behalf of Company and/ or refer matters to arbitration,
varify all pleadings and for to file execution in matters relating io the business cf the
Company including commercial and revenue related matters in ndia and/or outside
india.

5. To execute, declare, sign, verify, swear, affirm &l plaints, wiitten statements,
appiications, petitions, replications, rejoinders, affidavits, criminal compiaints, replies to
criminal courts and other related documents and to appear and depose evidence {oral
and documentary} before any Judge, Magistrale or other Officer or authority
empowered by law in India and/or outside india,

a. To aitend to any suit or proceedings or any other inquiry relating to the Company or»{p N
which the Company may be interested and to accept service of notice or procesggs ==
and also to appoint, retein Advocates, Attorneys, Pleaders, Counsels, Solicitdfs
Advisors, Consultants etc. and to sign Vakalatnamas and necessary Le‘deﬂ of
Authorities as may be needed from lime o time and 1o revoke the same for tha* :
Company. e “.:' o

7. To execute and sign, compromise agreements, consent petitions and other related-
documents in connection with resclving any business dispute pending in the court or
for mediation [ arbitration or otherwise subject to prior approval of the Company.

8. To sign and execute business related contracts, agreements; conveyances deeds,
mortgage deeds, charges, deeds of hypothecation, pledges, documents of ftitles,
Indemnities and Guarantees in favour of Bankers or other lending institutions for facllities
extended by them to any other Company which is a subsidiary or an associate
Company, Indemnities, Bonds, Guarantees, Counter Guarantees, Advance Payment
Guarantees, Indemnities Bonds, Guarantees in connection W|th Customs, Excise, Ocirol,

Page 2 of 3 : *
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. me"chanmse Contracts, Agreemen’fs in the cordinary course of Business of the Company

and shall be responsible for all legal functions on the Company subject ta prior approval
of the Company.

N ;",.-To sign, execute and register the Lease Deeds, Leave and Licence Agreements for
+ residential or commercial premises and/or other agreements fike faciiity agreement,
business centre servioes agreements, ete. for rent, compensation or service fees for the
Company and for similar arrangements for the premises belonging 1o the Company
subject to prior approval of the Company.

AND GENERALLY for the aforesaid purpose, without any restriction or reservaiion, o execute
all such instruments, letters, desds and do acts, matters and things as the said Attorney shali
be advised or think proper and as sufficiently and effectually {o all intents and purposes as the
Company itself could do or would have done if these presents had not been made.

AND the Company hereby ratifies and confirms and agrees to ratify and confirm all and
whatsoever the Attorney shall lawfully do or cause to be done by viriue of thesa presents.

Notwithstanding any change or modification in the designation or position or places of service
of the aforesald Attorney, the Attorney shall neverthelass continue to exsrcise the powers
conferred on him as hersin in these presents.

This Power of Attorney is being issued specifically by virtue of the Aftorney being in the
empioyment of the Company on the date of signing of the present Power of Attorney and
shall automatically cease upon the said Altornsy ceasing to be in the employment of the
Company for any reasen whatsoever.

The specimen signaiure of Mr. Umesh Gosavi designated as Associate Vice-President- Lagal"'

is afiixed hereinafter:

Vo

i4r. Umesh Gosavl
Associate Vice-President & Head Legal

lN WITNESS WHEREOF

Brothers Limited has bean hereunto affixed on thl% 5 ﬁqay‘ofza | "Z , 2017.

THE COMMON SEAL OF KIRLOSKAR
BROTHERS LIMITED is hereunto affixed
pursuant to a Board Resolution dated 18
July, 2012 in presence of Mr. Sanjay C.
Kirloskar, Chairman and Managing Director
of the Company.

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED by the

above named Chairman & Managing

Director. M
//
[‘( 1

e SANJAY C. KIRLOSKAR

A2 Inatinf

SANDEEP PHADNIS

S.NO. 1811, HINGNE KHIRD,

R 2017

the Commen Seal of the above pamed Kiric;éji'iﬁr,w
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A Kidoskar Group Company

January 6, 2015

Kirloskar Qi Engines Uimited
Laxmanras KirloskarRoad,
Khadki, Pune.— 414003,

Dea Sir,

1

Re.: Passing off of goods by misusing the ‘Kirfoskar’ trademark and tradename.

Enriching Lives

#t has recently come to aur aliention misuse of the iradename Kifoskar by you and in which regard we wish
fo address you as follows:

Both of us are'a‘pari of wha! is cnmmonl:, known a5 the K:r'osker group of companies. All Kitloskar
Gfoup Cnmp’ames have been incefporated fo r:an'y on. dwerse bus;ness As you are aveere, since

hs- wora‘ 'K‘rioskau‘ has attained such goodwzl; and
a{ whenever th mrd K rosker', whet he; in the trade name or as a

‘mark and has been e'rde-nsavey used in respecl of lhe prcvjucts manufacmred by the companies
belonging fo Kidoskar group of companies, Kiriosk ar Pmpneiary LJmiied is the ragrstered Fropristor
of various tfrademarks con!ammg the rnark ‘Kirloskar'. « .

A5 y6u are awaré, singe the year 1526, Kirloskar Brothers leifed {“KBL"} is m ‘he business of
manufaciuiing and se i#ing of kerosens; petrol, diesel, eleciric mong-bidsk &nd submersib!e pump
sets. You are fully aware thaf KBL s one of the largast manufacturers and axporler; of cepirifugal
purmip sefs and valves in india, i relation tn both diesel and elzctrical pump sets, over a pesiod of
approximalely B8 years KBL has buiit-significant goodwll 2nd market: repuiation,.in the market by
selling these plmp sefs manufaciured zid sofd by us under the fradename ‘Kirloskat’ and the
associated frademark, One of our contibufions o te 1rademark ahd tradefizme 'Kioskar i by
manufacludng and sefling pump sefs of superior quaiity, ourcb,ﬁty, and which are of cistinetive
charaster and distinclive engineering, ir order fg promote the adenzms ‘Kiroskar' and to ensura
that the pump sefs which get asscsiated with the radename K:rioska: ate of stuperior qualily, we
have heen investing in expensive caolfal. nssely and research and development actiities for
upgrading technelogy. AS you are awara {i} over a period of 04 years KBL has achieved pan Irdia
presence and also across the wodd, and (i)} e demand ang repuldlion of Lhe pump sels
manufaciured by KBL has been ever insreasing. In order to build such a demend and o mest this

Fégisiared Office : Lidyag Bhavan, Thak fomd, M- 411 002, tncfiz Telr w81 20 24430770, Fax: +81 23 24430158
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cemand, KBL has incuired signifcant expeﬁdiime over the vears. KBL has alse developed a roousf
markesing and distribuiicn rekvork for our pLi“ﬂD seis. Such is KBL's, continuous and exiensive use
of ha radename "Mroska™ in refation lo pum 853,

KBL's goodwsu and markel repuiation Sl {_ ‘reiztion lo purop sels including diesel, electic and
submessible pump sels is such that w?‘eﬁevhr ike word “Kirloskar” or the regisierec frademeri
“Kirjoskar Enriching Lives” is associaied V‘h mirnp sels, such pumip sels ar@ considered fo be
engineercd, manufactured by KBL and are cﬁ eied to ba of superior quality and arecerceived tn
be mare reliable ang bearng is own ésshnciwe characteristics it terms of ouaily. KBL's pooowil
and reputation buill is such that in the fecal ma.;ce these pump sels manufaciured and sold by us
are popularly alsa refarmed fo as Eirtoskar Pumps or ‘Pumps by Kifoskar,

1 the business of diesef engines, Gensels and diesel
eclnr which were fi =t manufactyred by XBL, were
. you dnliera l:cens agreemeﬂt with KBI_ {0 couple
witli your dlese} engines. R has m’c’eﬁilyc'ém o aﬁenﬁon ihat ract mmpnﬂwnwih us, you
have started a new business detidty of a :in electric mano_bio.,k and submersile punp sets
and evidently and unauthotizadly ae assucséﬁm ssch pump sois \wth i‘he fradename Kiroskar',
F ha agreement signed between you and KBL! gafed October 205" 47 s’apulates that you will not

& the name “Kiroskar™ in cannection with day products {nof being Cil Engines) which we have
been manufach furing of may Fiantactlse stb &queﬁ‘iy

Erior o a few monihs ago you were engaged,
puinpssats, where pumps for the agriculivie |
allowed to be manufactured by your Vendes f

We have }'eamf"@he the eleciric mono-block and -‘submersib[e pump sels sold by ybLj re. mesely
being procured by you from unknown menufagiirers and sok! in ihe same market 2 hatfar pump
sels manufaciuped and soid by KEL. We ﬁave also leamt that you have beer tonfacting HBL's

markeling end distributien nefwor; with the Lifea_mr motive end malafide ntention fo adversely affect
#BL's business, seputation and geodwdl. fi‘xi:i we have a gocd reason o believe thaf, inspiie of

dhere bEMaI"}u_aJT"'IQE'ﬁEm eniered méé ibefween the members of KBL zad vour members

sometime in the year 20 003, you have been m some fom or the ofhier, assoclatng ihe lradename
‘I@rioskar wm {he eiecir'c Heng- h!or,ﬂ and saiﬁmem;b!e pump sets sold by you, in excer 0 promale

the sale _o: purf;p sats procured by you, -

it
i

The markehng maianais uged by yoi io m&ao o the safe of these pump sels procuted 2nd traded
by you zre pf %he same specification &s et ca manuizctured and sold by KBL. Whilst selfiing of
branusng or maikeiing your pump sefs, you snem to have been making a very prominert use of il
frade peme MiGHaskar, Such use dearly ahcws‘?some cannection and associatich of your product
with our product, infact; due to the geodwi andjfasket fepuiation that KB has tuilt over the pears,
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the use of the lradename Kiroskar' only shows that origi of the pump sels sold by you Is e seme

as the arigin of the other ptoducts which have gained reputaticn and goodwill in the marie!, Such

use of ihi tradename. ‘Kifoskar’ has causedis fikely i cause cenfusion in the ming of the generat

public which. could make the consymers befieve thai he pump sels procurmd from unknawn

fanufacturers ,a:ﬁd_._s,oidby you: using the tradename Kirlcskar is KAL's product, which in turn shal

make them believe thaf the pump sels soid by you are the same as the ones whicth are
manufaclyred, engineered and said. by KBL, Therefere; such use of the tradename Kideskar may
be construed as deceplive use of such tradename, wWhich.notf. only jeopardizes its distinctiveness or
the distingtive eharacter especiafly when 1 is used in refation to pump sets as it makes & person
beligve that the, origin of the goods: (ie. pump sels) is the same as that of the pump sels
manufastured and sold by KBL, .bui alse fails to connole. distinctiveness, reputation, cusiity and
goodwill, Furiher, your.intentinn. to pass off the goods of KOEL as that of KEL and 1o make use of
the geadwlf.-of -KBL is . evident “from . fie fact tha you have now on your- website
waw kol kfﬁaskarcam specifically memmad Shatyou have- beert deéwanng high' qualily sumpsets
across the alobe-for overa-century when e fact of the matier is () you have nof been in business
for.one- hundreu'years~and {u){he gnodw;l. fn refation io pumpsefs is of KBL

The unaulhonzed, uniawiuf and'decaptive Lse of the. tredename ‘Kmoskar‘ by yau for trading in yaur
pump sels is-causing or Wik cause imimensa harm to fhe distinctive charecter and reputzfion of
KBUs praducts-and busiess. in-view of- the-above, we can think of nar other reasar for you using
theslredenaie;: Iﬁﬂeskaﬂ,-'for:mafkeﬁng and sefling your pump sets, other than to derive Fegal
; méthedinvaluable fepul.t'atiun and goodwil buit by KBL in the business of manufacturing
of pump sets for close fo & hundred years,

and-safl

Such unauthorized, malafde, decépive use o} lhe adenams ‘Witoskar', is in viokation of KBL"
statufory and-zomman 2w rights and the-profection granted {o KBL; tantamounting ¢ $he commen

faw offenca-efipassing oftand ako Uﬂiéir_ trade practice.

in view of the abave, we cali uponyou to:

a.

Eorthwith cease and desist fram using the radenzme *Kidaskar in any of the eleciic meag-block and

submersibie pump sets, iis packaging, fabading;

To faritith urcondilinally undertake that you will hever use and/or advertise the fraduname 'Kidosker', in

any mahner whatsoever, In relaion to the sfectric ond-binck and submersible pump sets sold by you;

To forthwilh destroyleniove ail the: labels / packaging, efectic mona-block and submersible pump sets,

adverlising-matetial, marketing material, &fc. In-ralation to the product which beers ihe mark ‘Kirfaskar';

To forthwith s{aﬁ contasting any suppfers ot disiibutors associated with KBL. in refafion to the saie of your

elaglric mono-block and submersible pump sats; -~
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e Toissue a public notice in & feast § naion (dﬁii/ in kaglish lenguage, Hind | anguase and 1 regiosmi i
for ait states In regiona! fanguags, declaring § ‘:haz the onigin of the clectrc muno-block and submersible surmg
seis sold by you is nst e same &s thal aof ar a’\;’ &l the Kioskar Group Companies;’ ;

{ Distlose o us i writing the details of al supgi& ars, dislbutors, cusiomers and markating entities o whom
have confacted or who have plased any pumhasa oroars on you for 1he glactris 'nom-b‘ock ang supme
pump sets.

. 3. To fnrhthh sioa claiming on your websiie, e w;lcoefaarioskarcom, that you ha,m éen defivering high gualiy
pumpsets across 4hs. g!obe for over g cendury. 5 ; :

it prefudica fo the olher ava&a‘ale fights-and vemedion
ings. tn the event you fall o comply with the above with
- qsfeained fo adbpt necessary tegal iproceedings against you
5 i may deemed, wiich shall b2 soi ely &k YOUr OWn 115X 2§ i

jzase hole,

Kindly 1ole {hau uur abo\.e minimum demands a
under &l mc]udmg mxuahng apprapriale legal pm\‘:
pericd of 1b'days fro*n tre date hereof, we will Be
aod your qfiicers, and such other concermet parl
the msts and: consenuer&a therec! which you m

Yours fithfully,
For Kiﬂoskas‘ Brothefs Limited

/-ﬂ'[ _—y /5’\/\/\/

Sandeep Phadnls
{hssociate Vice Presidéntand Head
Corporate- Secte{ar'ai i’r l.eoal‘

CC Te: A
Board ofDirﬂr-of*‘ C :
Kirtoskar Qil Englnes Limited
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the pmws:ons cf the:LODR, as aileged by you

KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED . Enriching Lives
_._AKirloskar Group-Company

October 14,2017

M. Sanjay Kifloskar

~~SurveyNo. 270, Plot 22 823, Pallod Farris, Opp. BPCL Petral Pump;
-Near Ratnakar-Bank, Baner Road, Pune 411 04%

WithoutPrejudlu - ' E< ‘

s
43

Re: Your letters: dated Ju!y 21, 2017 ang JuIy 31, 2017, read with your-letters dated October 10,2017
("Letters”}
Dear Sir, _ 7 ) o
This. commumcatwn is heirg:sent.on the d;rectsons of the Board of Directors {”Bnard"} uf Kirloskat:
Gsl Engmes Lirmited (“KQEL/Company.

The Board :re_f'g;_s-.to ybur.caip't'ioné'd Letters. .
! * . 2 " P i

The. Board has carefuliy-examined your Letters- and-atithe outset:states that-KOEL was never- party:

to the Deed of Famtiy Settlement: dated September 11, 2009 {"DFS"} {which was an inter se

i 'members of your-family} and is therefore not bound by it

Nonetheless, the Buard has saught suitable expianations from the indwiduais concerned in relation

to'the ailegat;ans madebyyou i "vourLetters

P
En View: of the above and the expknat:ohk prowded by MF. Atul Kirloskar and Mr ‘Rahil Kirloskat-and
takmg into’ constdera flegai advice obt‘amed by them and the relevant provisions.of Securitiesand
Exchange- Board of ndia- (Listmg Obligationis and Disclosure Requirements) Regulations; 2015
{/LODR"), thé"Board has congutred with the- or-inion that thie. DS is not binding ou the Company.
Therefore the: Cc:mpany ,s-fno‘t requirad‘ o ma]w drsclpsur__ firelation to the same in r’:jur;r;'i_i,a_h&e' of

i
i

1,3 wew -of the éferesaid thiet Board caﬁs ypon you to' mthdraw the baseless alfegations madé by: you
i your Letters and desist from continumg the same in the future Nothlng gontained inyopur: Lettérs

I

“Yours farthfu!ty,

Ear’ KErloskar Os! Engmes L:mjted '

Sm ita :Ré?éh‘urka; |
Cotpany Secratary

Ce: All Mernbets.of Board of Birectars of Kirloskar il Engiries Umitad

£

1

Regd. OHFGBMmanIaD Kitoskar Aoad, Khadl\i Punsdﬂ Ooalnﬂia'fe[ 441202581 0341, 6608 4000 FENr 08 02681 3208, 25871-0200 Toll Frea: 16002333343
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 KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED -

A Kirloskar Group. Gompany

Enriching Lives

1 Mr. Atul G, Kirjoskat,
‘Radhat, 453

A11 016

Gokfiale Road,  Off |
Ganeshkhint Road, Model Colony; Pune—|

T R, Srinivasan.' S
“Dhahya" 12 Nandidurg Road,
gangalore - 560 046

2 Mr: Nihal G, Kulkarn;:
‘Yena! 1 Adwait Nagar,
Erandwane, Pdne—411 03

1s.
Paud Road,.

e Miakﬁhmmamyan T
/o, DrE ¥ Remian#98, Temple Road,
Sadanand Nagar, Bangalore 560 038

"3 Mr. Rajendra R, Deshpande,

Flat No: 704, Tulip Housing:C Op. Societv,/‘; 5
Mahaganesh ‘Colony;, Pl. 22; Paiid Rosc;

Punf: 411

_ Kéthrud, Pune~411029
4, Mr. Ratiul €. Kirloskar: .
Lakaki:Coripourid, Shwaﬁ Ndgar, «
Model Eolony, Pune=411 Oiﬁ

©§ 40, Mr.Prades

2, Boat ciub-Road" Pune 411 001
g : .

5. Ms.Gauri Kirloskar ¢ :

o B85, ThHe- Sind Cowop Housing Socsew'

 Uimited; iGanesh Khind. Ruad, 548, Saf,ihu;
Vaswani Nagar, Aundh, Pune:s 1007

11 M. Mhesh mmarlanmth

I
-,

1948, Kalpataru: Hotzan; 9.K. Ahire Marg,
Wi, Mumbawm 018

‘6‘,‘. Wit. Mahesh Chhabiria

11:Golden Beach Bungalows Schigine, Ruia

Park, Juhu, Mumbai 400049 . -° |

West, Mumbai ~400 050
[ .
i o 4 . 5
3 . - iy
2

Flagd, Iiflce I.axmamaol{lnoskar Road; Khadid; Pung.474 003 fodia. Tel.; +9Y.20:2581 0341, BR08-4000 Fe +:81:20:2681 3208, 25810209 Toll Fiea: 1800 233 3344
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KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company

27 May 2020

KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED
Yamuna, Survey No. 98 (310 7)
Plot No.3, Baner, Pune — 411 045

Subject: Your letter dated April 17, 2020 (received vide email dated April 18, 2020)

Without Prejudice

Dear Sir,

We refer to the abovementioned letter that has been placed by Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited
(“Company/KOFEL’") before its Board of Directors and accordingly, this communication is issued under
the instructions of and on behalf of the Board of Directors of KOEL.

Our response to your captioned letter to the extent that the same pertains to KOEL, is as follows:
At the outset, we deny all allegations raised in your letter i tofo and put you to strict proof thereof.
1. [n relation to paragraph | of your letter, we state that the same merits no response.

2. [n relation to paragraph 2 of your Ictter, we state that your objections to the trademark application
no. 4408723 in class 7 (*Trademark Application™) filed by Kirloskar Proprietary Limited
(“KPL”) are baseless and denied in foro.

3. In relation to paragraph 3 of your letter, we state that the Renouncing Agreement dated October
20, 1947 (*Reuwouncing Agreement”) is not binding on KOEL. Further, the Deed of Family
Settlement dated September 11, 2009 (“DFS”) is a private document entered into between certain
individuals of the Kirfoskar family in their individual capacities and not as shareholders of any
company (including KBL nor KOEL). The DFS has no binding effect on KOEL since it is not
even a party to it. Neither the Renouncing Agreement or the DFS have been adopted by KOEL
by incorporating the contents of the same in its charter documents nor have the same ever been
placed before the Board of Directors of KOEL. In view of the aforesaid, we reiterate that the
Renouncing Agreement or the DFS are not binding on KOEL, as alleged or at all. Without
prejudice to the aforesaid, we would like to submit that the allegations raised in respect of the
DFS and the Renouncing Agreement are already subject matter of the suit filed by you vide
Special Civil Suit number 798/2018 before the Hon’ble Civil Judge Senior Division, Pune and
currently the matter is sub judice. It appears that since no reliefs have been granted to KBL in
respect thereof, KBL is making malicious attempts to create correspondence to show that the

SO LA LARTEAIND PaI0ARAL FRRAD, Khdiin Pute di U3 n b N T B EDaT Jaaine (o pef TEENE N A




KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED Enciching Lives
A Kirloskar Group Company
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aforesaid documents are valid and binding on KOEL. We state that till the time the matter is sub
Judice KBL should desist from making allegations in respect of the same on other fronts.

In relation to paragraph 4 of your letter, it is incorrect and baseless to state that KOEL is engaged
in the business of oil engines consequent to the renouncement by KBL upon terms and conditions
as mentioned in the Renouncing Agreement and that KBBL has been the flagship company / parent
concern to adopt and use ‘KIRLOSKAR’ as a trademark, as is also reflected in the Renouncing
Agreement.

In relation to paragraph 5 of your letter, we reiterate that the Renouncing Agreement is not
binding on KOEL. Your allegations in the paragraph under reply are denied in roro. We deny that
KOEL under the Renouncing Agreement had unequivocally agreed to use the mark ‘Kirloskar’
only with respect to oil engines and further specifically agreed not to enter any business which
KBL was carrying on or would be carrying on in the future, including in particular, the pump
business. We deny that this alleged arrangement and agreement has been a part of the core
principle on the basis of which the Kirloskar Group of Companies have operated. We once again
reiterate that the DFS and the Renouncing Agreement are not binding on KOEL and therefore the
directors of the Company have no statutory and fiduciary obligation in respect of ensuring
compliance with the aforesaid documents that are not binding on KOEL. Without prejudice to
the foregoing, we state that examination of the Renouncing Agreement itself would conclusively
establish that the same being in absolute restraint of a company’s right to carry out business
activities, is an agreement in restraint of trade and is not enforceable under applicable laws.

In relation to paragraph 6 of your letter, we state that since these pertain to KPL and since your
letter is addressed to them too, they should be responding to the same. However without prejudice
to KPL’s response thereto, we state that KPL does not hold any marks as a repository in trust /
trustee on behalf and for the benefit of its shareholders/ the respective Kirloskar Group
Companies and is not a quasi-partnership, as is tried to made out to be in your letter. All your
allegations and contentions in this regard are once again denied in fofo.

In refation to paragraph 7 of your letter, we once again state that the DFS is a private arrangement
entered into between the members of the Kirloskar family in their individual capacities and KOEL
is neither a party to the same nor the said DFS is binding on KOEL in any other manner. In view
of the same, KOEL is not in a position to comment on the reasons for entering into the DFS.

In relation to paragraphs 8 and 9 of your letter, we reiterate that since these pertain to KPL and
since your letter is addressed to thein too, they should be responding to the same. However
without prejudice to KPL’s response thereto, we state that KPL is not a quasi-partnership, as is
tried to be made out to be in your ietter. We further reiterate that the DFS has been entered into
between the members of the Kirloskar family in their individual capacities and not as shareholders
of any company (including KBL nor KOEL). KOEL is neither a party to the DFS nor has the
same been adopted by KOEL in any manner.
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KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED Enriching Lives
A Rirlogkar Group Company
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Further, we would like to correct the record and state that the DFS has been mischeviously placed
before statutory/regulatory authorities by KBL itself, at the behest of its Chairman and Managing
Director Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar, for his own ulterior motives. In this regard, we would like to
correct the record and highlight that both KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar have time and again
suggesied that the DFS has been taken on record by KBL. However, vide its corporate
announcement dated April 19, 2016, KBL has disclosed the following to the stock exchange as
an outcome of the Board meeting dated April 18, 2016 stating that the Board of Directors of KBL
recognized the contents of the DFS under Section 58(2) of the Companies Act, 2013
(“Companies Act”):

Quote

Kirloskar Brothers Ltd has informed BSE that the Board of Directors of the Company at its
meeting held on April 18, 2016, have taken on record “Deed of Family Settlement” dated
September 11, 2009, entered into between the promoter group shareholders of the Company and
each of their family members.

The said arrangement, inter alia, deals with the ownership, control and management by the said
promoter / promoter group members of the Kirloskar Group of Companies and consequent
transfer of or dealing with the securities of the Companies mentioned therein. The arrangemeri
provides for restriction on competition between the parties to the said deed. The Board decided
to recognize the contents of the said Deed under the provisions of Section 58(2) of the Comparnies
Act, 2013, to take intfo account the said terms in exercise of the powers vested in the Board while
granting or refusing consent to_any such proposal for acquisition, transfer or disposal of the
securities of the Company by the said Promoters (Which includes their respective family members
and also companies under the control of each of them: jointly or severally with others).

Unquote

However, it is surprising to note that while the DFS was signed way back in 2009, the same was
purportedly taken on record by KBL 6 (six) years afier its execution and interestingly only afier
disputes arose between Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar and the rest of his family members of the Kirlsokar
family. Further, vide its letter dated June 9, 2018 addressed to the Chairman, Whole Time
Members and Executive Directors of SEBI, KBL informed that:

Quote

4. The Board of Directors of our company has taken on record the DES and has informed the
same to the stock exchanges as required under Regulation 30 of the SEBI Listing Obligations and
Disclosure) Regulations. (hereinafter SEBI LODR)
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A Kirloskar Group Company

10,

et

LMTR LA MR AT MIOA0 WA Purkk 317 RGN

Unquote

From the above, it can be seen that KBL has deliberately tried to mislead SEBI and stock
exchanges by making wrongful and false declarations, since it has specifically under Section
58(2) of the Companies Act, 2013 taken on record the DFS to restrict transferability of shares of
KBL, and no disclosure under Regulation 30 of the SEB! (Listing Obligations and Disclosure
Requirements) Regulations, 2015 made by KBL is available. We submit that till date neither has
KBL recognized the remaining provisions of the DI'S, nor has KBL taken any steps to incorporate
provisions of the DFS in its articles of association. This itself shows that neither KBL nor Mr.
Sanjay Kirloskar is interested in actually binding KBL to the provisions of the DFS.

Notwithstanding the above, we deny that the DFS is binding upon KOEL independently and/or
in conjunction with the Renouncing Agreement and therefore we are unable to address any claims
made by you in your letter in respect of the same. We deny that KOEL and its shareholders have
breached the provisions of the DFS in any manner.

In relation to paragraph 10 of your letter, we state that the same pertains to your dispute with KPL
and since your letter is addressed to them too, we understand that they have separately responded
to the same,

In relation to paragraphs 11, 12, 13 and 14 of your {etter to the extent that the same pertain to
KOEL, we state that we deny the contents of the same in foro and reiterate our submissions made
in the above mentioned paragraphs. It is denied that the act of including pumps and other KBL
Products (as defined in your letter) in the Trademark Application, is in gross violation of the
Renouncing Agreement and also the DFES, as both these documents are not binding on KOEL, for
reasons more particularly set out in the above paragraphs. It is further denied that the Trademark
Application lacks bonafides and has becn dishonestly applied and is an abuse of the process of
law. We reiterate that principal shareholders / directors including independent or professional
directors of KOEL including those who are involved in day to day management and affairs of
KOEL do not have any statutory and contractual obligations under the Renouncing Agreement
and DFS that are required to be complied by KOEL considering that the aforesaid documents are
not binding on KOEL, for reasons elaborated above and cannot be enforced against it.
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KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED Entiching Lives
A Kirlaskar Group Company
11.  In the circumstances, we submit that your letter contains false and baseless allegations against

the Trademark Application and KOEL and we call upon you to withdraw the same.
This letter is without prejudice to our rights and remedies under law. Nothing contained in your captioned
letter shall be deemed to be admitted for want of specific traverse or otherwise.

For KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED

Sd/-
Sanjeev Nimkar
Managing Director




Enriching Lives

KIRLOSKAR QIL ENGINES LIMITED
A Kirloskar Group Company

September 2, 2020

KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LIMITED
Yamuna, Survey No. 98 (3to 7)
Piot No.3, Baner, Pune — 411 045

Subject: Your letter dated April 17, .2020, cur reply thereto dated May 27, 2020 and your letter
dated June 29, 2020 (*KBL Letter”)

Without Prejudice
Dear Sir,

We refer to the abovementioned correspondence that has been placed by Kirloskar Oil Engines Limited
(“Company/KOEL”) before its Board of Directors and accordingly, this communication is issued under
the instructions of and on behalf of the Board of Directors of KOEL, as follows:

At the outset, we are disappointed to receive the KBL Letter and appalled to see the manner in which
KBL continues to repeat the same false and baseless claims made by it, despite us providing appropriate
responses to gach of such cIaxms.{ Under the circumstances, we relterate the contents of our letter dated
May 27, 2029_)(“Our Letter”) and state as follows:

1. We state that we have neither admitted nor denied any facts that Kirioskar Proprietary Limited
(“KPL"} has allegedly admitted in litigations or at afl. Under Qur Letter, we have addressed
allegations which pertain to KOEL only. Therefore, any allegations made by you under the KBL
Letter that suggest otherwise are completely false, baseless and without any merit and we deny the
same in tofo.

2. Wereiterate that the Renouneing Agreement dated October 20, 1947 (“Renouncing Agreement”)
is not binding on KOEL. Without prejudice to the same and without admitting that it is binding on
us, we reiterate that a plam reading of the Renouncing Agreement itself makes it clear that it is
unenforceable.

3.  Wereiterate that the Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11, 2009 (“DFS™) has no binding
effect on KOEL since it is not even a party to it. In fact, when the Renouncing Agreement and the

DFS were executed, KOEL was not even in existence and there is no document to suggest that
KOEL either authorized or ratified the execution of the DFS or the Renouncing Agreement on its
behalf. Neither the Renouncing Agreement or the DFS have been adopted by KQEL by
incorporating the contents of the same in its charter documentsinor have the same ever been placed
before the Board of Directors of KORLL In view of the aforesafd we reiterate that the Renouncmg

- Agreement or the DFS are not binding on KOEL, as alleged or at all. We would also once again
state that without prejudice to the aforesaid, the allegations raised in respect of the DFS and the
Renouncing Agreement are already subject matter of the suit filed by KBL along with its Chairman

1
Regd. Office: Laxmanrao Kiloskar Road, Khadki, Pune 41£003 INDIA,
Phone: +91 20 2581 0341, 6808 4000 Fax: +31 20 2581 3208, 2581 0205 Toll Free: 1800 233 3344

email; infodiikinoskar, com Wiebsile: www.koel.co.in
CiN No.: L23120PN2009PLC 133351




KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED

Enriching Lives

A Kirloskar Group Company

and Managing Director, Mr, Sanjay Kirloskar vide Special Civil Suit number 798/2018 before the
Hon’ble Civil Judge Senior Division, Pune and currently the matter is sub judice. In the
circumstances, we are unable to understand the rationale behind KBL repeatedly engaging in
parallel correspondence in respect of the same subject matter when the same is alrcady pending
and sub judice before the Hon’ble Civil Judge Senior Division, Pune. It appears that since no reliefs
have been granted to KBL in respect thereof, KBL is making desperate and malicious atiempts to
create correspondence to show that the aforesaid documents are valid and binding on KOEL. We
once again state that till the time the matter is sub judice KBL should desist from making allegations
in respect of the same on other fronts.

~ In respect of the rest of the allegations and baseless claims made by KBL under the KBL Letter,

we reiterate that we have already provided appropriate rcplies to all the frivolous allegations raised
by KBL under the KBL Leiter and yet, KBL continues to engage in baseless and repetetive
correspondence with us, merely to create a false record in the matter, harass our Company and
cause grave prejudice to cur Company’s legitimate business operations. The KBL Letter entirely
contains cither bald and unsubstantiated denials or baseless and frivolous allegations befret of any
particulars and lack merit. In light of the various ongoing disputes between certain members of the
Kirloskar family, it appears to us that the aforesaid actions are malicious and are being taken at the
behest of certain individuals in the contro! and management of KBL who are trving to settle their
personal scores with certain other members of the Kirloskar family (who are also directors on the
Board of KOEL). 1t is unfortunate to note that a public listed company is being used to make
attempts to enforce the persenal agendas and ranis of certain individuals, and we strongly condemn
the same.

In light of the above, we state that the rest of the contents of the KBL Letter being completely
frivolous, repetitive and devoid of any merit are denied in tofo and require no further response as
the same have already been appropnateiy addressed by us under Qur Letter, as applicable. Further,
we call upon you to desist from engaging in such malicious correspondence containing such false
and baseless allegations against our Company, causing nusiance to our Company.

This letter is without prejudice to our rights and remedies under law. Nothing contained in thc KBL
Letter shall be deemed to be admitted for want of specific traverse or otherwise unless. specifically
admitted herein,

For KIRLOSKAR OIL ENGINES LIMITED

SANJEEV sytarimer
MARUT}"\ununmm

00802

NlMKAR um.u 40510

Sanjeev Nimkar
Managing Director

2
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 GSTIN :

G7AHVPK2125Q12P

TAX INVOICE

COMPETENT ENGINEERS

““B.0. 257, ANARKALI COMPLEX, JHANDEWALAN EXTN., NEW DELHI-110055

Original Copy
A"W” e UYe g

¢

Regd.Off.: E-173, TAGORE GARDEN EXTN., REW DELHI ~110027

Tel 01143581077 email

1 cam petent.eng‘ineers@yahoo-.-cojn
AUTHORISED DEALERS : KIRLOSKAR PUMPS AND VALVES

Party

: 919

2. Iierest @ 18% poa. will be chatged i the payment
% 1ot made with in the stipulated time,

3. Subject o 'Delhi Jurisdiction anly.

| KBL TOf

L FREE NO.:- 18001034443

Details ; Invoice No.
| KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD Dated ;21012022
| YAMUNA SURVEY NO.- 98 (3 TO 7) Piace of Supply  : PUNE
P PLOT NOL- 3; BANER, PUNE-411045 GR/RR No. ;
Transport ¢ NITCQ TRANSPORT
(GSTIN : 2/AAACKZ300ELZZ £.0. No. : TELEPHONIC
- CONSIGNEE. ; KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD Station : PUNE
CADRDRESS  : YAMUNA SURVEY NO.- 98 (3 TO 7) Eway Bill No.
PLOT NO.- 3, BANER, PFUNE-411045
§'GS T“ EN : 2?AAACK73DOEIZZ
.M, Descrsptton of Goods HSH Oty. | Unit Pricel - Amount{?)
1, ELA*GA}JAR MACHINERIES PVT. LTD. 84137010 5 1.001NOS 1,975.00 1,875.00
: MAKE VARUNA MINI MONOBLOCK 25%25 0.5 HP :
MODEL: HIRA
SERTAL NO: MG1171000244 '
2. i LA-GAJJAR MACHINERIES PVT. LTD. 84137010 1.00 NOS 2,868.00 2,868.00
| MAKE VARUNA MINI MONOBLOCK 25X25 1.0 HP/ : ' ' .
MODEL: IVORY
SERJAL NQ: HH1172015139 : :
3. LA-GAJJAR MACHINERIES PVT. LTD. 84137010 1.00:NOS 6,996.00 6,996.00
MAKE VARUNA SUB FLIMP 1HP-§ STAGE =
. {NEW HYDRA}
. MODEL: WO2LN
¢ SERIAL NO: DP1A357
4. |LA-GAJJAR MACHINERIES PVT. LTD. 84137010 1.00 | NOS 8,246.00 8,246.00
MAKE VARUNA SUB PUMP 1.5HP 14 STAGE : ' '
WITH CP (NEW HYDRA)
MODEL: WO3LN
SERIAL NO: DO71374
5, [LA-GAJIAR MACHINERIES PVT, LTD. 84137010 1.00 | NOS 5,000.00 9,000.00
MAKE VARUNA CENTRIFUGAL MONO PUME
ZHP 75X75
MODEL: VNA3OBLK
SERIAL NO: CE26474
Totals cfo L 29,085.00 ..
Terms & an’dsslgg g Receiver's Signature 3
LE&OF. -/f_’
1. Gowds once sold will not be taken buck. 7

- for. compa'rg»q@is INEERS

e




 GSTIN : O7AHVPK2125Q1ZP

TAX INVOICE

COMPETENT ENGINEERS

B8.0. 257, ANARKALI COMPLEX, JHANDEWALAN EXTN., NEW DELHI-110055

Original Copy

Regd.Off.: E-173; TAGORE GARDEN EXTN., NEW DELHI-110027
Tel.: 01143581077 emall : competent.engineers@yahoo.co.in
AUTHORISED DEALERS : KIRLOSKAR PUMPS AND VALVES

|

3. Subject to 'Delhi* Jurisdiction only,
{ 8L TOLL FREE NG.:- 18001034442

. Party Details : Invoice No. 1 919
 KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD Dated : 21-01-2022
EYAMUNA SURVEY NG,- 98 (3 TO 7) {Place of Supply @ PUNE
; PLOT NO.- 3, BANER, PUNE-411045 GR/RR No. D
Transport 1 NITCO TRANSPORT
- GSTIN 1 27AAACK7I00ELZZ RO, No. ; TELEPHONIC
CONSIGNEE ; KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD [ Station : PUNE
P ADDRESS: @ YAMUNA SURVEY NO.- 98 (3 TO 7) | Eway Bill-Ne.
f PLOT NO.~ 3, BANER, PUNE-411045
 GSTIN 1 27AAACKT7300E1ZZ
5.0, | Description of Goods HSN Qty. | Unit Price Amount (%)
; ' ' b b/d. 29,485.90
&. | LA-GAJJAR MACHINERIES PVT. LTD. 84137010 1.00:NOS 2797800 17,978.00
. MAKE VARUNA SUB PUMP 7.5HP 2 STAGE V8
© MODEL: VIHHEB 35/2
. SERIAL NO: 8313074
7. KDEL 84137010 1.00TNOS 1,975.00 1,975.00
| MAKE QUARX 0.5HP
MODEL; MM1.2525.05.1.21
- SERIA NO; BL21150027747
8. 'KOEL 1 84137010 1031 NOS 2,957.00 2,957.00
- MAKE XL GENi 1.0HP ;
. MODEL: MM1.2525.01.1.20
. SRIAL NO: DI219231244
9. [KOEL - B4137010 1.00{NOS 6,014.00 6,014.00
! MAKE V4 OIL FILLED, LHP/1PH/8 STAGE 32MM '
MOBEL: ¥v4.5108,01.1.00
SERIAL NO: V4)21502524({DP29953} S
. 1G.  KOEL B4137012 1.00{NCS 7,700,00 ] 7,700.00
i MAKE MONO PUMP 1.5HP/1PH/75X75mm '
' MODEL: MB1.8080.15.1.LV .
SERIAL NO: MBK21501288(CE93300) i
Totals c/o 75,709.00
Receiver's Signature 3
1. Goads once scid witl not be taken back. e *
2. Intevest @ 18% p.a. will be charged if the payment for COMPETENT.E ? INEERS
¢ Is nat made with in the stipulated tme, /&g:




|GSTIN : O7AHVPK2125Q1ZP

TAX INVOICE

COMPETENT ENGINEERS

B . 257, ANARKALI COMPLEX, JHANDEWALAN EXTN., NEW DELHI-110055

Regd.Off.: E-173, TAGORE GARDEN EXTN,, NEW DELHI-130027

Tel.: 01143581077 emait :

competent. engmeers@yahoo ca.in

AUTHORISED DEALERS KIRLOSKAR PUMPS AND VALVES

Griginal Copy

h2-

| TAX INVOICE

Pariy Detaffs. Involce No. : 919
' KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD Dated : 21-01-2022
| YAMUNA SURVEY. NO.- 98.(3 TO 7) Place of Supply  : PUNE
i PLOT NQ.- 3, BANER, PUNE-411045 GR/KR Ne, :
_ Transport : NITCQ TRANSPORT
F GSTIN I 27AMACKT300E1ZZ 1P.O. No. 1 TELEPHONIC
CUNSIGNEE : KIRLOSKAR BROTHERS LTD Station : PUNE
ADDRESS 1 YAMUNA SURVEY NO.- 98(3 TO'7) Eway Bill No
: PLOT NQ.- 3, BANER, PUNE-411045
| GSTIN : 27AAACK7300E1ZZ
5.N,  Description of Goods HSN Qy. | Unit | Price] Amount(%)
_ oo b/d 75,709.00
;11 KOEL 84137010 1.00{NOS 9,575.00 9,575.00
: | MAKE MONO PUMP 2HP/1PH/100X100mm
{ MODEL: MB1.1010.02.2.11
: | SERIAL NO: MB121501155(CE75089) y .
- 12. |KOEL © 84137010 1.00 NOS 25,747.00 25,747.00
{ ! MAKE VI SUB PUMP 7.5HP- V8 2 STAGE
© MODE: VW8.5102.75.3.01
| SERIAL NO: VIH21500084
Add ¢ Freight & Forwardin : 5,000.00
Add  ; IGSF @ 1200 % 13, 923 72
Add  : Rounded Off {+)" 0:28
Grand Totat |- 1,29,955.00

[ SUpply@12%=1,16,03L.00°-165T=13;923,72 Total Suppiy=1,16,031.00 IGST=13923.72 .

Runees One Lakh Twenty Nine Thousand Nine Hundred Fifty Five Only

i Tea s & Cnnd:twns

TER 0.

1. Goods once soid witl not.be taken back.

2, trterest @ 16% p.a. will be chiarged if the payment
i not made with in the stipulated time.

13, Subject to "Dalhi Jurisdictian ondy.

| KEL TOLL FREE NO.:- 18001034443

Heceiver's Signature &




Annexdre 9

167
E HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION
ARBITRATION APPEAL (STAMP) NO. 1661 OF 2021
DIST: PUNE

In the matter between:

Atul Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors. Appellants
Versus
Sanjay Chandrakant Kirloskar & Ors Respondents

I, Umesh Gosavi, the AVP & Head- Corporate Legal of Respondent No.2, having its
registered office at Yamuna, Survey No. 98 (3 to 7), Plot No.1, Pune 411038,
Maharashtra, India, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. | have perused a copy of the captioned Appeal and Exhibits annexed thereto
(“Appeal”). | am aware of the facts of the present matter and am competent to
depose to the same. | am authorized to file the present Affidavit in Reply of
Respondent No. 2 under a Power of Attorney by Respondent No. 2 dated 5% April,
2017, in my favo‘ur. | crave leave to file a further detailed affidavit, if necessary. |
deny all the allegations, averments, statements, and contentions in the present
Appeal. No part of the present Appeal is to be deemed to be admitted for want of
specific traverse, except to the extent specifically set out and admitted herein. Each
of the statements and averments herein coqtained are in the alternative and

without prejudice to one another.

2. At the outset, | repeat and reiterate all that has been stated by Respondent No. 2 in
(i) Civil Stit No. 798 of 2018 (“Suit") filed before the Hon'ble Civil Judge Senior
Division, Pune (“the Trial Court”); (i) the Common Say filed on behalf of
Respondent Nos.1 and 2 [pg. 708, Exhibit E to the present Appeal] in reply to the
applications under Section 8 filed by the Appellants (‘Common Say”), and (iii)
Written Notes of Arguments filed on behalf of Respondent Nos.1 and 2 (the
Plaintiffs in the said Suit) [pg. 724, Exhibit G (Colly) to the present Appeal] (“Notes
of Arguments”). The contents of the same are not being reproduced herein for the
sake of brevity, but Respondent No. 2 prays that the same be deemed and treated

~ PUNE
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From: Ashwini Mali (KIL) <ashwini.mali@kirloskar.com>

Sent: Monday, November 14, 2022 9:53 PM

To: secretarial <secretarial@kbl.co.in>

Cc: Devang Trivedi <Devang.Trivedi@kbl.co.in>; Atul Kirloskar <atul.kirloskar@kirloskar.com>; Rahul
Kirloskar <rahul.kirloskar@kirloskar.com>; contactus@sharp-tannan.com <contactus@sharp-
tannan.com>; Roc.Pune@mca.gov.in <Roc.Pune@mca.gov.in>

Subject: Convening of the extra-ordinary general meeting of the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers
Limited on December 8, 2022.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

The Board of Directors

Kirloskar Brothers Limited
Yamuna, Survey No. 98 /3 to 7,
Plot No. 3, Baner,

Pune — 411045, Maharashtra, India.

Dear All,

Please see attached, our letter dated November 14, 2022 in relation to the captioned matter,
the contents of which are self-explanatory.

Regards,

Ashwini Mali

Company Secretary
Phone: +91 20 2970 4374
Mobile: +91 88 8886 6122

k’rloskar

Industries

Address: 801, 8th Floor, Cello Platina, F.C. Road, Pune 411005
Website: www.kirloskarindustries.com

OE®E

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are for the sole or exclusive use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential,
proprietary and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all
copies and the original message. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this email
or any action taken in reliance on this e-mail is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. The recipient acknowledges that Kirloskar
Industries Ltd. or its subsidiaries and associated companies are unable to exercise control or ensure or guarantee the integrity of/over
the contents of the information contained in e-mail transmissions and further acknowledges that any views expressed in this message
are those of the individual sender and no binding nature of the message shall be implied or assumed unless the sender does so
expressly with due authority of Kirloskar Industries Ltd. Before opening any attachments please check them for viruses and defects.

WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted via email. The recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence
of viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.

Visit us at: www.kil.net.in
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https://ind01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fchannel%2FUC0hczv7YmFx7eIjMB6zprEA&data=05%7C01%7CMeenakshi.Bhan%40kbl.co.in%7C7a5aa6c7fa0b47dcba5408dac795b62b%7C6aab06e751a245818eeb74070a9cd4e3%7C0%7C0%7C638041743375926756%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a8g%2BpwtV%2F8CZ7b6HQAy16tjWFrLwj5dixcXrseZOOzM%3D&reserved=0
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https://ind01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.instagram.com%2Fkirloskar_limitless%2F&data=05%7C01%7CMeenakshi.Bhan%40kbl.co.in%7C7a5aa6c7fa0b47dcba5408dac795b62b%7C6aab06e751a245818eeb74070a9cd4e3%7C0%7C0%7C638041743375926756%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4mDCn4wBWRSFxqMHI%2BDNMjkx2j8cvLItfMwLq67M6qg%3D&reserved=0

k’rloskar

Industries

November 14, 2022

The Board of Directors

Kirloskar Brothers Limited

Yamuna, Survey No.98 /3to 7,
Plot No. 3, Baner,

Pune —411045, Maharashtra, India.

Subject: Requisition for convening of the Extra Ordinary General Meeting (“EGM”) of the
shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited (“KBL”) on December 8, 2022.

Dear All,

1. We, Kirloskar Industries Limited (“KIL”) refer to our special notice and requisition dated
October 21, 2022 thereby requisitioning an EGM of the shareholders of KBL under Section
100(2)(a) and other applicable provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed

thereunder (“EGM Requisition Notice”) pursuant to which you have proposed to hold the EGM
of the shareholders of KBL on December 8, 2022.

2. We believe that it is important for the shareholders of KBL to have the benefit of perusing the
complete EGM Requisition Notice along with its annexures so as to assist the shareholders of
KBL understand the exact circumstances that led to the making of such requisition and make an
informed decision at the time of casting their vote at the EGM. We therefore call upon the
Board of Directors of KBL to ensure that the complete EGM Requisition Notice (along with the
annexures) issued by KIL be annexed to the EGM notice which will be issued by KBL to all its
shareholders in calling and convening the EGM on December 8, 2022.

3. KIL attaches herewith as Annexure A, a draft of the resolution that may be considered by the
shareholders of KBL at the said EGM, which is in line with the EGM Requisition Notice, that KIL
calls upon you to place before the shareholders of KBL at the scheduled EGM.

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of Kirloskar Industries Limited

Mahesh Chhabria
Managing Director

Enclosed: As above.

Kirloskar Industries Limited
A Kirloskar Group Company

Mumbai Corporate Office: C-1, 1* floor, Wadia International Center,

Near Deepak Cinema, Worli, Mumbai- 400025

Tel:+91 9987060426

Regd. Office: Cello Platina, Office No. 801, Fergusson College Road, Shivajinagar, Pune- 411005
Tel: +91 (20) 29704374 | Fax: +91 (20) 29704374

Website: www kirloskarindustries.com| CIN: L70100PN1978PLC088972



CcC.

1.  Mr. Devang Trivedi, Company Secretary
Kirloskar Brothers Limited
Yamuna, Survey No. 98 /3 to 7,
Plot No. 3, Baner,
Pune — 411045, Maharashtra, India.
Email: secretarial@kbl.co.in

2.  Mr. Atul Kirloskar
‘Radha’, 453, Gokhale Road,
Pune 411 016.
Email: atul.kirloskar@kirloskar.com

3.  Mr. Rahul Kirloskar
Lakaki Compound, Model Colony,
Pune 411 016.
Email: rahul.kirloskar@kirloskar.com

4. Sharp and Tannan,
Statutory Auditor, Kirloskar Brothers Limited
Ravindra Annexe, 194, Churchgate Reclamation,
DinshawVachhaRoad, Mumbai — 400 020.
Email: contactus@sharp-tannan.com

5.  Ministry of Corporate Affairs
Registrar of Companies, PCNTDA Green Building,
BLOCK A, 1%& 2"%Floor, Near Akurdi Railway Station,
Akurdi,Pune — 411044, Maharashtra.
Email: roc.pune@mca.gov.in
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Annexure A

Draft resolution to be placed at the EGM of KBL scheduled on December 8, 2022

Appointment of an independent and reputed external entity as an independent forensic
auditor for conducting a forensic audit to investigate and (i) verify the expenses incurred by

Kirloskar Brothers Limitedon legal, professional and consultancy charges over the past 6 (six)

years, and the affairs of Kirloskar Brothers Limited; (ii) verify all records, books of accounts,

minutes books, other documents of Kirloskar Brothers Limited: and (i) examine the conduct
of the Board of Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limitedincluding independent directors.

“RESOLVED THAT pursuant to the applicable provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 read with
rules made thereunder (“the Act”) (including any statutory amendment(s), modification(s) or re-
enactment(s) thereof for the time being in force), the consent of the members of Kirloskar
Brothers Limited (“KBL”) be and is hereby granted to appoint M/s. [¢], as an independent
forensic auditor for conducting a forensic audit in the affairs of KBL for investigation and
verification of all records, books of accounts, minutes books, other documents of KBL and the
conduct of the Board of Directors of KBL including independent directors. The scope of the
forensic audit would include but shall not be limited to investigation and verification of the

following matters:

1.1. Has the KBL Board especially the independent directors of KBL verified the claims made
by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar in relation to the Deed of Family Settlement dated September 11,
2009 (“DFS”), in order to ensure that they have not been misled by the claims made by
Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar? Has the KBL Board including independent directors sought any
independent legal advice pertaining to the same especially in view of the pending
personal disputes amongst the promoter family?

1.2.  While Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar has been repeatedly claiming that KBL has taken the DFS on
record, what steps have been taken by KBL to actually bind KBL with the DFS, in

accordance with the provisions of applicable law?

13. Have the independent directors acted and approved filing of cases by KBL solely on the
basis of claims made by Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar without actually verifying the locus or the
benefit to KBL for initiating these cases? Have the independent directors analyzed the
locus, benefits or reasons for initiation of cases by KBL? If yes, whether the same has
been recorded in the minutes of KBL Board meetings?

1.4. KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar have filed various pleadings / affidavits before different fora
wherein they have claimed that KBL has suffered losses of dramatically different but large
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a:\ol;’:ts' all arisin'g out of the same cause of action, arising out of an alleged breach of
the DFS. Have the independent directors verified the veracity of such claims?

1.5.  KBL has sworn on Affidavit that KBL is suffering a loss of INR 1 crore per day due to the
all.eged breach of the DFS. It appears that KBL may have been making such large profits
prior to the occurrence of such alleged breaches and only then it could have claimed to
suffer the loss as a consequence of the alleged breach. However, the audited financial
statements of KBL do not even appear to reflect such high profits of KBL. Has this claim of
KBL bes: verified by the independent directors of KBL prior to the statement being made
on oath?

The pleadings / affidavits filed by KBL and Mr. Sanjay Kirloskar as attached to the notice
and agenda of thisextra-ordinary general meetingare noted by the members and shall be
shared with the independent forensic auditor along with other annexures to the said
notice and agenda.

1.6. s there a status report in relation to the cases setting out the expenses, merits, justifying
the benefits to KBL, and subsequent legal strategy, prepared by the management and
circulated to the independent directors for their approval and appraisal?

1.7.  Are the independent directors aware of KBL funding cases/litigations by third parties? If
s0, KBL should provide the details?

1.8.  As per the recent news publications quoted above, KBL has admittedly spent an amount
of INR 70 Crores towards tax matters, labour matters, arbitration pertaining to project
business, cases related to domestic and international projects, patents, property
documents and for overseas business. However, none of the abovementioned matters
appear or have been referred to in the said expenses. Therefore, how much money out of

the said INR 70 crores has been expended towards such cases?

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the consent of the members be and is hereby accorded to authorise
M/s. [#], an independent forensic auditor to seek appropriate explanations from the Board of
Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited on the abovementioned questions and forensically verify
the explanations so provided and upon the completion of the audit, the independent forensic
auditor shall submit its report in writing directly to the shareholders of Kirloskar Brothers Limited
while ensuring that the same is not tampered with, within a period of 60 (sixty) days from the

date of the EGM.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT the consent of the members be and is hereby accorded to pay INR [°]
to M/s. [¢], the independent forensic auditor, as feefor the conduct of the forensic audit.
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RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any of the Directors of Kirloskar Brothers Limited be and are hereby
severally authorised to make available the necessary information, resources and documentation
to the independent forensic auditor so appointed to ensure timely completion of the audit and
the issuance of the forensic audit report, and to take all such actions and steps as required under
the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed thereunder and any other
applicable provisions of law, to give effect to the aforesaid resolution including but not limited to
making appropriate filings with the Registrar of Companies and disclosures with the stock
exchanges under Regulation 30 of the SEBI (Listing Obligations and Disclosure Requirements)
Regulations, 2015 and to do all such other acts, deeds and things as may be necessary or
incidental to give effect to the aforesaid resolution.

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT any one of the Directors or Company Secretary of Kirloskar Brothers
Limited, be and are hereby severally authorized to issue a certified true copy of the aforesaid
resolution to such authorities and / or persons as may be necessary to give effect to this
resolution.”
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