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SEBIhas returned 17 IPO of-
fer documents in the last fin-
ancialyear, up from seven in
the previous fiscal.

Companies whose docu-
ments were returned include
AvanseFinancial, BMWVen-
tures and Vishal Mega Mart,
data from PRIME Database
showed.

Some of these companies
refiled their offer documents
and subsequently got them
cleared. In fact, Vishal Mega
Mart listed its shares in
December after launching its
IPO successfully.

Draft offer documents
~ that lack proper due dili-

gence or disclosure are being
returned, said experts.

"SEBIis strictly interpret-
ing the regulations and their

I, compliance in the DRHP.
! There is no scope for any lee-

way or grey area," said a
,. banker.

Earlier, there used to be a
lot ofback and forth between
the market regulator and the
investment bankers on cor-
rections and amplifications
required for the draft pro-
spectus - with the regulator
asking for missing details
and the bankers sub-
sequently furnishing them.

INFAST TRACK MODE
In the past two years, the
regulator has returned the
documents to bankers rather
than letting them remain in
the processing stage for an

I indefinite period of time.
The regulator had earlier

drawn flak for taking too
much time to greenlight IPO
documents.
, The regulator had issued
guidelines for returning
draft offer documents and
their resubmission in Febru-
ary last year.

"It has been observed that
I at times, draft offer' docu-

mentS filed with the Board
for public issue lacking in
compliance with respect to
instructions provided under
ScheduleVI ofICDR Regula-.
tions. Such documents re-
quire revisions and, thus,
lead to a longer processing
time," the circular had said.

REASONS FOR RETURN
Accordingto the circular, the
draft offer document can be
returned if it lacks substan-
tial revision or addenda on
key disclosures or corrective
measures on account of reg-
ulatory interpretation,
among other things. The
draft offer, including risk
factors, has to be 'worded in
simple language and should
avoid inconsistency in data
and facts.

"It could be that the regu-
lator is not happy with the
justifications provided for
working capital as an issue
object. Or there could be.
some issue with KPI disclos-
ures. Or smaller issues such
as typos. In all these cases,
the document may be re-
turned," an official from a
lawfirm said.

The official,he "ever, cla-
rified that rer m.mg docu-
ments is preferable to the
regulator rejecting the docu-
ment, whichwould mean the
company cannot refile the
document for one year. .

"If they officially reject it
under the general order, you
can't file the document for
one year. But if the docu-
.ments are returned, they it
can be refiled immediately,"
the officialsaid. .


