TS FHIE cases 37 EaTTorer
Innoventive Industries Ltd. Vs. ICICI Bank and Anr. (Civil Appeal Nos. 8337-8338 of 2017)

ICICI 7 BFT 7 7 Innoventive & 9RC W TS haT

NCLT & &5 Teiae & fe=r

Innoventive a1 3T9TT TIZel T NCLAT H -AgRISE el 38TCTaaT (U276 Provisions TFE )1958 HTaTS
Ble1 T 9oig U AT ordeT aeies @

NCLAT & &7 Relre o T&eis 9¥ Innoventive gsﬁzrrﬁé'.ﬁ 1T | A HIC 7 FET IBC has overriding effect
over MRUA '

corporate debtor T ATCH ST FTEL el =T 7 7
PTG+ (el T HTIRIFTe 3T Y application ¥ provisions & e &
Refer Article 254 EHE?-T-FIBJ?I'H"T repugnancy between central U state laws ;Central law will prevail.

IBC contains non obstante ﬂ?ﬁ‘ﬁi‘ which has overriding effect

Maobilox Innovations Private Limited Vs, Kirusa Software Private Limited (Civil Appeal No. 9405 of 2017).

O,



T A1 O Uk SRITH AT 81T e aferah | 3% ST P S atfar 3 T mobilox &Y Kirusa &
Flecare feam 3 v Al fEvaraen wiide 308 @1 sign f39T| Kirusa & 39 S90S 9T 59 SR
& AN A GTHT T | Afareiierd & T o et 0 kirusa 7 V1T 9 H UCelRerT STer AL5e
T ST FIT 1ol FSTFAIS TAHE T St Teh SEIT ¢ |

NCLT o Teefiereret Raiere &1 &1 T Bee ¢
NCLAT & UCeTeReI=T allow 3 &F 3t aitfareiters = s sitfes & Sare 7 fvege samr

At e e 7 el arr. FNfesry R e guie HIE 3 %7 6 there is a difference
between %F‘-‘ﬂ‘?t"s' existence EﬁFh'%?':ﬂgl e this & there is existence 3% a dispute

Surendra Trading Company Vs. Juggilal Kamlapat Jute Mills Company Limited and Others (Civil Appeal
No. 8400 of 2017) '

HeFIeT 9 H NCLT &I 14 fEa1 &7 21537 Feam o § uoliehansT accept AT reject &¢e & Torw| 3w 7 R &1
mmm?mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂgm%ﬁl

NCLAT & gl 14 T &7 215 directory & 3R 14 e 8y 3¢ 3T wEfRer & w5 7g7 gt afow 22 3t
presentation & 13T oifehed UCorshe I AT 7 ﬁﬂﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ?ﬂ%ﬁ mandatory &
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T HTE = gl HT NCLAT & SH conclusion Erﬂ-ﬂ?;.ralid rationale S8 ¢ | 39T aTehs UTCaFE sufficient
cause prove Y &l g Tl Tl f3tere Rega @12 & a1 a7 a1g 91 entertain 9 o aedr &

Alchemist Asset Reconstruction Company Ltd.Vs.M/s.Hotel Gaudavan Pvt. Ltd. & Ors (Civil Appeal No,
16929 of 2017}

S 8 3 93T A YT Y 1BC F Tociieer UsTRe o) aredt 3R Ae e o g o) ey 3w arg o
e SIS o wenct & a1 € 3she e o ser AT

Uttara Foods and Feeds Private Limited Vs, Mona Pharma chem (Civil Appeal No. 18520 of 2017).

SH & H FaTe F YT AT 1BC F STt o a1¢ TR e o ey 21 1S iAot er smar & at v ay
afers grem| e I 2 2 gt i A HIE IFETT 142 3 A TR exercise FTFFATE | AT IIX
I U 1 FIE 5 T T T 1T 1 Gl 1€ T 715 a9 SATT e 3ife of vz ey
ﬁmﬁwﬁaﬁgﬁzﬁmaﬁmcmTqaﬁrﬁméaaﬁWEﬁ

Macquarie Bank Limited Vs.Shilpi Cable Technologies Ltd. [Civil Appeal No. 15135 of 2017).

ﬁﬂmqﬁaﬁrq?ﬁsrma%ﬁmmm /434 # T TGT UT| IBC 3T & o, AT 9 3 ooy avly | 57

FHHE I issues iTI TEelT 3 T a7 A9 8 H o Fr afe e mandatow%ﬂTﬂ"—’lﬁEﬂv‘ﬂi‘r H 'H"iﬁFr

"ﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁféﬁﬂﬂ?ﬁﬁ?ﬁdlrectﬂw? _
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ST S A 2T Y T UeATheIeT 3T T W sign FeAT & AT TR off ToollheT sign FLHHRAG
¥ T FaT 1 3TOaFar off U sign T AT & AT UEahed Uae & A+ 30 A RIS

AT 238 H F1E disharmMacquarie Bank Limited Vs Shilpi Cable Technologies Ltd. {Civil Appeal No.
15135 of 2017).

&%H%ﬁwq:ﬂawa#;ﬁa&maas /434 F T TET AT| IBC 37T=T & o1¢ Teper=T 9 oot a1 | 56
?ﬁiqﬁa’rissyes 2| U 3 B T FFee 8 7 & F7 GfEfhhe mandatory § Al UHT & HH A| Tl
HIE o Tl 1 don T ATCRAHE directory §

@Wsﬂgamﬁwwﬁmaﬁgﬁsignw%mmﬂa?rv%ﬁﬁﬁamsignaﬁm% '
¥er oy wEr 1 JTorawar 9 UoISR e sign T FHAT & 3R UgdlheH UaT & U 30 AR HISSH
T3l 238 H HIS disharmony 8T

Shivam Water Treaters Pvt. Ltd. Vs.Union of India Secretary to Govt. Ministry of Corporate Affairs & Ors.
(SLP (C) No. 174/2018)

January 25, 2018 Y ST FIE 21 T interim ST T TR 3T 812 1E 3Hith Irerrer bt Rearee forar
drar 1Bc Hr ATARE AT NoLT Fr P ATAfSE B agw A | HIE A I iy wrhT NCLTHT
e & AT TEEr 2T 18C Y FIESCAATRe g AfAfEE & e Felsr & ¥ ol i i & o



B K Educational Services Pvt Ltd. Vs.Parag Gupta and Associates {Supreme Court -Civil Appeal No.
23988/2017).

S el H FAvTT I AT T FATAEeT v 18C FAF 3 o@tem a1 7 3R e @) e

HUIH HIE o1 T TA T TFE I since SroRIeT 31T IBC

Bank of New York Mellon London Branch Vs.Zenith Infotech Ltd, (Civil Appeal No. 3055 of 2017)

SICA ?{tﬁﬁrgm 2003 ﬁﬁrﬁmmﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬂggmzmﬁﬁl SH YT o 2083 7 Uk UCAThel BIFR &
oY e fehet Al TeelrehereT Tioreet « Ratae # T 1 3 o Sefeae semh 78 & 5w amse &
3IETEE # Hshedl AR AATHT 1 31d1er T Iy et 21 o) srder Retere w0 &) Fawe 2 ey
UCETRRIE & dismissal 1% 4T| 3 39K FBRweae oo a7 8 fo afer 39 st et are s
.ﬁmmﬁﬁmmﬁwmammmmmwmmmmmm
& FT

Wﬁﬁé‘ﬁ el Company may seek its remedies under the provisions of Section 252 of the Code read

with what is laid down in Sections 13, 14, 20 and 25.We make it clear that we should not be understood
to have expressed any opinion on the scope and meaning of the said or any other provisions of the Code-
and the adjudicating authority i.e. National Company Law Tribunal would be free and, in fact, required
to decide on the said questions in such manner as may be considered appropriate.



HIGH COURT

Sree Metaliks Ltd. and Anr Vs.Union of India and Anr. (W.P. 7.144 (W)-
2017)in High Court of Judicature at Calcutta.

59 8 H Tarel I o7 &5 a7 G2+ 7 ultra vires g aéaﬁéﬁwaﬁ

Section 7(4) HNCLT &I Bhiec ascertain FH3=T &A1 & NCLT T widifEow adversarial gin

nature but Both the sides are entitled to a reasonable opportunity of hearing.

Sub- rule (3) of Rule 4 # financial creditor Y TeaiTeheleT T SHTdT registered post AT speed post
H HIYRE debtor  registered office T STAT g1l &1

& 910 6T T NCLT 4T NCLAT 1 3SR 91 Y 3 Tge) 63 A1He) 3 ZHY aT i gofelr
ST © R X STeew ot A Se| Oy ofr Rty g el & T NCLT # exparte
ad interim order UTH =T U2 oifehey TR O & {53 e st o= e It must, thereafter

proceed to afford the party respondent an opportunity of hearing before confirming such exparte
ad interim order.

In the facts of the present case, the learned senior advocate for the petitioner submits that, orders

have been passed by the NCLT without adherence to the principles of natural Jjustice. The
respondent was not heard by the NCLT before passing the order.

Essar Steel India Ltd. Vs. Reserve Bank of India & 3 Ors. (Special Civil
Application No. 12434-2017), in High Court of Judicature at Ahmedabad.

RBI & 13.06.2017 & U 9 Reirer Ty & foast $6} @ et 7147 47 1BC
H 12 YTl @ THeT forae v SHue tear e 8 o 37 S9e 7
éaeﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmrmﬁaﬁémﬁmmﬁﬁmpﬂowmgm |
UEHR T HaAlTeas TSHaT oS 5 SBI o o Yereret 9 3 voelidherT vrzer
& | 379 Aol & o7 i &7 SBI 3 SCB T a8 Ty &
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ﬁ#ﬁmﬁRBfﬁﬁwmmm?meml
Raiﬁrmqﬁ‘rﬁrzz. 05.. 2017 &I o 98 RelleT T i M Sragaf S 4 A
<RI ST ST T2 91| 2 FBIat 57 13.06.2017 1 €1 airy o ar2y ey
indirectly aﬂ%w#mwaﬁrwmﬁms 4 A T TEr & ol Torer e iy
FI S 4 AH A ST 3R BT & X 3F ey 3T IBC #F & s

SifehaT SHTet T qXT TR & T TEER # Y IBC F o S| NCLT 58 #ATHS
1 3 3R A glAfeae X v o Rt 38t arét o arer stesna =7 @

Sanjeev Shriya Vs. State bank of India & 6 Ors. (Writ-C Nos. 30285 &
30033-2017),in High Court of Judicature at Allahabad.

Ueh &hYsiT glaim &f LML fSey LML NV T o foham 7| &t Fhex A arey
3T 371 & AR e Rk % TeT€ grar &1 2 shoel a1 F SICK Raese a5 &)
AT Foha P 31 draes Rramolisr s dhushr 3 geierer et 9 SBI &usir
WW#@WDRTﬁwwm#mﬁwmmm
ORI N & QR SehfEoer DRT 31 1BC 3 web arer arer el & a7
et m‘é@éﬁrwaﬁﬁcmpmﬁrﬁﬁqmmm%ﬂﬁam
drt 3T SIATTSIT T8T el Fehell| Sfhe H1ART TR 3R Sl 2ot 3 e
YT ES9T T Ty &

Akshay JhunjHunwala & Anr. Vs. Union of India through the Ministry of
Corporate Affairs & Ors. (W P No. 672-2017), in High Court of Judicature

at Calcutta,



gﬁﬁﬁm#mzﬁ‘rma‘?ﬁi@mﬁwm equality fe=r aram &1 18c 3 wreatame A
ﬁuﬁmaaﬁﬁma%aﬁamﬁa%mﬁﬁmaﬂrmam$mmﬁaﬂé#m
ﬁaﬁia?rdifreremia?rﬁaﬁ?%lmﬁéﬁﬁammﬁamammﬁmwmﬂaﬁ
grer

Power Grid Corporation of India Ltd. Vs. Jyoti Structure Ltd. (O.M.P
(COMM) 397/2016), in High Court of Judicature at New Delhi.

TerereT 14 ﬁmﬁ‘ﬂﬁﬂmﬁﬁ'aﬁi’ﬁqﬁt debtor & assets & 3¢
Sec Readl T Aok it HIeT o Yl 34 3T e vz FRAfvem

T F S TR Tor T & ar TorT 2| TS AT 34 F FS R U |

T faer IT A afear § 711 3 2ver & & i AR o @r E ar st A7 3

{ET g 3TF s Ag s ar

Jotun India Pvt. Ltd. Vs.PSL Ltd. (CA No. 572 of 2017 in CP No. 434 of
2015), in High Court of Judicature at Bombay.

S 33T 3 N 3 AT T AT T € e 5 3 o SR 1 e
gol Hehall & AT AT H%'%’l%s-‘rwaﬁr 3IN YTl UFE & a2l 433
(e ) IS ANTSaT T I ¥ A IBC & Aereret 238 F oy W1 far T
IR <ITTRT &Y ST ik a7 sthere W Y

Dr. Vidya Sagar Garg Vs.Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India

(W.P. (C) 9520/ 2017, CM Appl. 38726-38727/2017), in High Court of
Judicature at New Delhi.
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CFRF TR priority ST &F ST @eRalY. IBC # Goyt dues TTEHIeT Hpfarsa 3 SHTRY e 3y

Wmmmwmw%mmmemm THHA FH €T 3109
oI S dues BeFer 53 (1) (e ) of IBC 3 ag gy #



MCLAT cases in simple language

M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Vs. Prideco Commercial Projects Put. Ltd.
(Company Appeals (AT) (Ins) No. 31 of 2017).

S8 8 A question T AT T FAT AT 9 F UCAIFUT T T Tgor AFeeT

aﬁmﬁaﬁrwn@?ﬁmmﬁm%l HTOeTeTol hiSex o AT

T 3T HeRRIeT 9 H UCeiIhIe ol & Ugel QareleT 8 3 Afew 78T fear &
30 I 87 FgT T HeY Ugel Ve 271 3T SHrgsiior vae & ey fear an
NCLAT o1 &gl §2reT 8 T Afed &I ST &

Neelkanth Township & Construction Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Urban Infrastructure
Trustees Limited (Company Appeal(AT) (Insolvency) No. 44 of 2017).

U & ﬁaﬁﬁ?rs‘rmm#;ﬁm* OCD & T& ¥ 31 2011 ,2012
2013 3 & 81 21T & AfeheT Iofehy O 78 g2iT| ¥aFret 7 3 NCLT &
TCHTeheleT USFTE & oil | sitolehs NCLAT # Tar arar 311 &er 1 3 debt ot
time barred & NCLAT & agT faf#2er Uere a1gt ofatam|

SATeTeha = A ohgT shi 31l o Nepis 3T f3Wioe o787 f3ar NCLAT o aer 2
ARAoRe g1

ATeThd o A &ET A Al IS AT hiSex & o8] & I df SeaweT T NCLAT
PTG & ISR $T3eX F AT AT d

@,



International Road Dynamics South Asia Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Reliance
Infrastructure Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No.72 of 2017).

H & H NCLT o HereleT 9 i ueelidheie safav Notee o &) dir wafisfe o
3fage clause § ,&MRe debtor solvent & 31 e cfreT 31T 3T
vIoiere 31T Tk 3MTET S dhalse ¥ BI [T a1 &1 NCLAT o et &1
Uge & Uise H aY goT 1T & et IR dise e & aar & forw i srerr
37e19T Hiotere 3R geh HTET T club 3 7/ § & 6 sl A € 3l ew
T8 T HTRTAT Hise $I TeeliT RNoae wed &

Canara Bank Vs. Deccan Chronicle Holdings Limited (Company Appeal
(AT) (Insolvency) No. 147 of 2017).

S 33 g A o Y ARG w9t 6 9T AT €S FE A7 oA P
IS suit TS THT ST TRl &1 NCLT T FTTlT YT HT §TS HIC I FHH

FIE AR & TT6T & AT NCLAT & 3 ahgr 1 578 b1 3R g e
8 589 has &1 TG 3w 226 a1 nféHhar 32 7 Re IR e e
T G HIC A BIg BIciT & T DISHR 15 o suit BTS ThIC AT FHIHA HIC H
ANCIRIHA e & S1E; IS el [l SiT Fehell | TR IS 31 78 e ar

e PR Rerardl AR oY et el R i @), e o
o 1 39 suit 9 ¢ ¥ 97 AR |

Innoventive Industries Ltd. Vs. Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
Company Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 156 of 2017).

b



Innoventive Industries Ltd. Vs. Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
Company Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 156 of 2017).

$9 &8 H MSED co Ltd T T(STell T ${aTciTeT sTal fohaT 12T oY Segiley farstelt
1T T | T FaTel A AT H ARSINIH 1= & 91 forarelr & et
W’ﬁﬁrm@mcmtﬁqﬂwqﬁﬁﬂﬁtaﬁrmmm@amw
& e § e Aevat 9o $ir s N{:LTmrmaaTmﬁﬁaﬁra’rm
3917 &7 @ehdil § -as input for Dﬁtput or as essential services . #f&
58 & # ool 1 3orqe widw i oRe T use Frar o & 31k s T
I Ueh I3 ®UY & SATAIT ST THRITS AiEw 78 717 Tad 31K Huar
dlg Al [SSTelT T Shelarele HIe Thar &

NCLAT & 3 ShgT el ST Tl T $[3TclTeT &TeTT hlel hY IR &l et
FHelarRleT restore & Hehdl ¢ | AT & 9T IRP 781 & Hler ¥ ST W@
AR FTeY ¥ Tk 3 Rt oTar YW IoeIeT Cter & Ry & Shfe oy Gk
g1 e & el

Indian Overseas Bank Vs. Mr. Dinkar T. Venkatsubramaniam (Company
Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 267 of 2017).

S 0 H FATH A 4T A Tk TR FRE A T IT 36 1 FigeA 4T 2T 7 el IRP 2gRT

entertain F3RT ST Hehell § AT A1ET| NCLAT = g ferersper fofam o7 vl § 31K wseifirera #fdex r
coc 3 enfaver foam o weaT

Unigreen Global Private Ltd Vs.Punjab National Bank (Company Appeal

(AT) (Insolvency) No. 81 of 2017).
. | R T
()



IR AT tTs=ifer 32T s SARFAES! T DRT Uae & &1E Fd57 a
37T TS el Y IWY € oY 81 IHeAT Teoiteheret derereT 10 3 Rorere wgT v o
HHAT| PR ARCSIRIAA 97 917 aF GhAT A1 DRT Y proceeding T &
STaalT| IBC &I overrides THET and DRT U&¢

Devendra PadamchandJain (Resolution Professional) Vs.State Bank of
India & Others (Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No.177 of 2017).

S HH H 92T I T AT FA7 NCLT 807 RP &l geT Gl &1 NCLAT = &er -&f

T Hehcll 6| AT 34 (4 ) & BT & NCLT Y RP &l geT dehell & T
AT 13 & 3T T ITT TeefRIat Cellet faFereT 30 ( 2 ) ¥ 2reff r g1
ZHERG]]

M/s. Sﬁbasri Realty Private Limited Vs.Mr. N. Subramanian & Anr.
(Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 290 of 2017).

M/s. Subasri Realty Private Limited Vs.Mr. N. Subramanian & Anr.
(Company Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 290 of 2017).

$9 hd H NCLAT & I gl &I IRP appoint &lst & aT¢; 31K #RRTH oo
o 1¢S5 I ITad THUS 81 ST & offehel ST A Aclold 14T &7 a1s 2T
UFCHISST ShTH AT 8¢ Y 37 ol fehe] TAIT RP Tl §1S AT HEET oY 3Ty
HAET F el &

JK Jute Mills Company Limited Vs. M/s Surendra Trading Company
(Company Appeal (AT) No. 09/2017 |

JK Jute Mills Company Limited Vs. M/s Surendra Trading Cﬂrﬁpan'-_.r ({Company Appeal (AT) No. 08/2017
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SH HH A ST YT 14 Tt T FRIS FT NCLT F1 TCelisha accept AT otae et & o o mar
e A ST G| 3T HIH g Toier & a1 3¢ 3T receipt 370 ToeiereT| TodiierersT w1 feha gl &
e a1g 311 ISEET 3! e T § T Uooieh 2 haeiie & ATt B ooy 71 & a7 7187 | 39
915 81 NCLT & T Uoie dal! & | NCLAT =¥ 3 312 Tomam T 14 e o1 s 2¢ 3T receipt 3T
TRl | A1 afoa 3¢ 3T Uoieel= before adjudicating authority & HT3¢ 2191



NCLT cases in Simple Language:

Reliance Commercial Finance Ltd. Vs. Ved Cellulose Ltd. ((IB)-
156(PB)/2017).

¢ Hegelrd o Relrdd & ollet forar o7 {5t o EMI a139 8 i
3nfecers 7 of 3 ol I@T AT. NCLT & &gt 1 3nface= SaifEe Swea 7
F TooliheleT Ui e F DT FS R e

State Bank of India Vs. Bhushan Steel Ltd. (C.A. No. 244 (PB)/2018,
C.A. No. 186 (PB)/2018, C.A. No. 217 (PB)/ 2018 and C.A. No. 176
(PB)/2018 in C.P. (IB)-201 (PB)/2017).

It was held that by no stretch of imagination,NCLT can decide the
amount of default. What it needs to satisfy itself is whether the basic
condition of section 4 i.e. default of Rs.1 lakh or more is met or not.

Pratik Ramesh Chirania Vs.Trinity Auto Components Ltd. M.A.544/2017
in (CP No. 1032/1&BC/MB/MAH/2017).

Mumbai bench of NCLT opined that satisfaction of Adjudicating Authority
as mandated under Section 31(1) of the IBC ,2016 can be subjective or
‘objective or both. It means NCLT can suggest certain modifications to
resolution plan as well.

In this case NCLT admitted the resolution plan proposed by the
promoters contending that the promoters are not willful defaulters. The
promoters infused additional capital and submitted a certificate that they
are not willful defaulters.As per the latest amendment [The | & B Code
(Amendment Act,2017(No. 8 of 2018)] dated 18™ January,2018 a
person shall not be eligible to submit a resolution plan in case such



person is a willful defaulter. Since the promoter is not a willful defaulter,
provisions of Section 29A are not applicable.

RBL Bank Ltd Vs.MBL Infrastructure Ltd (CA (IB) Nos. 238, 270 & 280-
KB-2018 IN CP (IB) No. 170-KB-2017(C.A.(I.B.) No. 543/2017).

In this case CIRP could not be completed within the stipulated time limit
of 270 days. But such delay was beyond the control of the applicants.
The applicants suggested that we don’t want any extension of time
What we want is that AA should exclude the period of stay due to
interim order of stay from limitation .AA accordingly agreed to exclude
the period of continuation of stay order preventing from approving the
resolution plan and the period taken for disposal of application from the
270 days fixed for conclusion of CIRP.

K. Sashidhar, Managing Director, Kamineni Steel & Power India Pvt.
Ltd.Vs. Kamineni Steel & Power India Pvt. Ltd.(CP(IB) No.
11/10/HDB/2017).

In this case petition was filed under Section 10 by the corporate Debtor
which was approved by NCLT. The Lead Bank, Indian Bank accepted
the resolution plan. However three dissenting bankers objected to it.
Dissenting financial creditors raised various objections like: Other steel
companies are doing good, why this company has come to NCLT. This
group has various colleges to which NCLT replied that such statements
are of no consequence unless such parties are corporate guarantors.

NCLT instructed RP: _
- to reinstate all 450 employees subject to their fitness

-to pay 0.13 crores to OC at the time of making initial payment of 5% of

OTS Scheme :



-balance towards electricity should be paid in equal instalments
alongwith payments to be made to financial creditors.

NCLT also gave the following advice:

Dissenting creditors should express their views in COC. There is no
point making bald statements outside in public domain.

Functioning of dissenting Banks should be carefully scrutinized as to
why they could not resolve bad loans /NPAs

M/s Stanbic Bank Ghana Ltd. Vs. Rajkumar Impex Pvt. Ltd. (CP
1670/1B/2017).

TSTHAR FFITFH yisae faf@es (RIPL U Sy AT frwehr wholly owned
subsidiary TSTHAR SIS 16T Itd off (RIGHANA ). RIGHANA s Stanbik
Bank Ghana & @iieT forar faaehT IIMET RIPL & &7l a‘mﬁrﬂﬁﬁtaﬁgﬁn

AR & TQTE B de of T3 o il | IICT never appeared in foreign

court regarding repayment of guarantee nor he preferred any appeal
against the decree. Stanbik Bank Ghana & RIPL & against section 7 H

TC&ReI ST &Y. It was held that the Tribunal had no jurisdiction

to entertain the foreign decree but there was no bar in it taking

cognizance of the foreign decree. Guarantor had committed

defaults in repayment of the guarantee amount as per order of

the foreign court.Hence the petition was: admitted.

)



IDBI Bank Ltd. Vs. Jaypee Infratech Ltd.(CA No. 26 /2018 in CP No. (IB)
771/ ALD/ 2017).

If an Objection has been filed by Corporate Debtor, Tribunal may allow
the Corporate Debtor to withdraw the same.

State Bank of India Vs. Adhunik Metaliks (CA (IB) No. 422/KB/2018 in
CP (IB) No. 373/KB/2017).

Period of 20 days which was utilized in checking the eligibility criteria of -
a bidder(Liberty House) who later on became ineligible was excluded
from total period of 270 days in order to go for resolution of corporate
debtor.In case this days time would not have been excluded from total
period of 270 days(180 days + 90 days extension) then corporate Debtor
would have gone into liquidation due to expiry of CIRP period.

Takkshil Enterprises Vs. IAP Company Pvt. Ltd. (CA Nos. 60, 69 & 70/C-
1II/ND/2018 in CP/IB/446/ND/2017).

The IP caanot be discharged of his duties for vague reasons once he
has given his consent via empanelled list of IPs available at
|IBBI(Submission of Form 2 is just a formality).

Unethical and irresponsible behavior costed Rs.50000 to the IRP.

IRP to resume his duties within 3 days of order.

RP disdlqses the commission of cognizable offence while undertaking
the CIRP and no action was taken by police authorities with regard to the
same.On reporting the matter to NCLT, it directed that if the complaint

18



discloses the commission of cognizable offence then case is required to
be registered and investigation needs to be carried out.

Electrosteel Steel Ltd. (CA (IB) No. 271/KB/2018,CA (IB) No.
277/KB/2018, CA(IB) No.281/KB/2018 in CP (IB) No.361/KB/2017)

Application under Section 9 can be filed by RP as well.



