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HIGH COURT

Sree IVetaliks Ltd. and Anr Vs.Union of lndia and Anr. (W.p. 7144 (W)-
2017)in High Court of Judicature at CalcLrtta.
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Essar Steel lndia Ltd. Vs. Reserve Bank of lndia & 3 Ors. (Speciat Civil
Application No. 12434-2017), in High Couri ofJudicature;t Ahmedabad.
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Sanjeev Shriya Vs. State bank of lndia & 6 Ors. (Writ_C Nos. 30205 &
30033-2017),in High Court ofJudicature at Alahabad_
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Akshay Jhunjhunwala & Anr. Vs. Union of lndia through the Ministry of
Corporate Affairs & Ors. (W p No_ 672-20i7), in High Court of Judj;ature
at Calcutta
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Power Grid Corporation of lndia Ltd. Vs. Jyoti Structure Ltd. (O.M.p
(CO[4[.4) 397/2016), in High Court of Judicature at New Dethi.
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Jotun lndia Pvt. Ltd. VS.PSL Ltd. (CA No. 572 of2017 in Cp No. 434 of
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NCrAT.ases in s mple lan8uase

I\,4/s Era lnfra Engineering Ltd. Vs. prideco Cornmerciat projects pvt. Ltd.
(CompanyAppeals (AT) (lns) No. 31 of2017).

gTr +s d question i qr *r +qT d+aI;T 9 ii H*!rd ala t qf&++?rfr

a i dtus o ii w (,-ffSrld Fdrc Ei Frdr tt tffirra *fi.{ A a|4r
6t rei t-xra e d'(,rfi$!rd d4ri t q6d d-+ela s d.drtrs afi.Eqr ?nr

,{}teilFdrfr tA!-6St+erazzt:irna-rqfio(r{cddtusfaqr,r
NCLAT i{dr$+?ras 6r a}ffg t4rEstt

Neelkanth Township & Construction Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Urban lnfrastructure
Trustees Limited (Company Appeal(AT) (tnsolvency) No. 44 of2017).
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lnternational Road Dynamics South Asia Pvt. Lld. Vs. Reliance
lnfrastructure Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No.72 of 20'17)
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Canara Bank Vs. Deccan Chronicle Holdings Limited (Company Appeal
(AT) (lnsolvency) No. 147 of 2017).
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lnnoventive lndustries Ltd. Vs. Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
Company Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No. 156 of2017).



lnnoventive lndustries Ltd. Vs. Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution
Company Ltd. (Company Appeal (AT) (tnsotvency) No. 156 of20.j7).
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lndian Overseas Bank Vs. It4r. Dinkar T. Venkatsubramaniam (Company
Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No. 267 of2017).
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Unrgreen Global Pr.vale Lld Vs.Punjab Naiionat Bank (Company Appeat
(AT) (lnsolvency) No. 81 of 2017)-
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Devendra PadamchandJain (ResolLrtion Piofessional)Vs.State Bankof
lndia & Others (Company Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No.177 of 2017)_
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[,4/s. Subasri Realiy Private Limited Vs.Mr. N. Subramanian & Anr_
(Company Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No. 290 of 2017).

I\,l/s. Subasri Realty Private Limited Vs.lvlr. N. Subramanian & Anr.
(Company Appeal (AT) (lnsolvency) No. 290 of 2017).
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JK Jute |\,,lills Company Limited Vs. Ms Surendra Trading Company
(Company Appeal (AT) No. 09/2017
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NCLT cases in Simple Language:

Reliance Commercial Finance Ltd. Vs. Ved Cettutose Ltd. ((tB)-
156(P8y2017).

Jc tFqdis A t rdx € dtr ft-qr q ffir66F[,lt ql5q 
ET rS

3rrffifin di alt *r "ra r5r qT. NCLT A rdr 61 3rfrtrta mG:r. t-+ard 7

fr rc&*lra csE-d 6G * iis +tg qrt fft

State Bank of lndia Vs. Bhushan Steel Lid. (C.A. N o. 244 lp3)t211g,
C.A. No. 186 (PB)/20'18, C.A. No. 217 (PB)/ 2018 and C.A. No. .176

(PB)/2018 in C.P. (lB)-201 (P8y2017).

It was held that by no slretch of imagination,NCLT can decide the
amount ofdefault. What it needs to satisfy itself is whetherthe basic
condition ofsection 4 i.e. default of Rs.1 lakh or more is met or .ot

Pratik Ramesh Chirania Vs.Trinily Auto Components Ltd. lvl.A.544/2017
in (CP No. 1032/|&BC/MB/MAHi20'17).

Mumbai bench of NCLT opined that satisfaction ofAdjudicating Authority
as mandated under Section 31(1) of the IBC ,2016 can be subjective or
objective or both. lt means NCLT can suggest certain modificaiions io
resolution plan as well.

ln this case NCLT admitted the resolution plan proposed by the
promoters contending that the promoters are not wilifuldefaulters. The
promoters infused additional capital and submitted a certificate that they
are not willful defaulters.As per the latest amendment fhe I & B Code
(Amendment Act,2017(No. 8 of 2018)ldated 18'h January,201il a
person shall not be eligible 1o submit a resotution plan in case such



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

is not a willful defaulter,

RBL Bank Ltd Vs.IVIBL lnfrastructure Ltd (CA
KB-2018 lN CP (lB) No. 170-KB-2017(C.A.0.

(lB) Nos.238,270
B.) No.543/20'17).

& 280,

ln this case CIRP could not be completed within the siipulated time limit
of270 days. But such delay was beyond the control ofthe appticanls.
The applicants suggested that we don't want any extension of time
.Whatwe wanl is that AA should exclude the period of stay due to
interim order of stay from limilation .AA accordingly agreed to exctude
the period of coniinuation ofstay 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, IVanaging Director, KamineniSteel & Power lndia pvt.

Ltd.Vs. Kamineni Steel& Power lndia Pvt. Ltd.(CP(lB) No.
11t10|HDBt2017).

ln this case petit,on was filed under Section 10 by the corporate Debtor
which was approved by NCLT. The Lead Bank, lndian Bank accepted
the resolution plan. However three dissenting bankers objected to it.
Dissenting financial creditors raised va ous 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:
- lo rernstate all450 employees subject to iheir filness

to pay 0.13 crores to OC at the iime of making
OTS Scheme

@

initial payment of 5olo of



-balance towards electricity should be paid in equal instalments

alongwith payments to be made to financial creditols.

NCLT also gave the following advice:

Dissenting creditors should express their views in COC. The.e is no

point making bald statements outside in pqblic domain

Functioning of dissenting Banks should be carefully scrutinized as to

why they could not resolve bad loans /NPAs

IVI/S Stanbic Bank Ghana Ltd. Vs. Rajkumar lmpex P\rt Ltd. (CP

167018t2017\.

n%6aR fFS-# cr{a-c REts ( RIPL Fr6 +qfi 
'gf 

Bs6t whollv owned

subsidiary Trd.s"rR adtr qral ltd ?"t (RIGHANA ). RIGHANA i Stanbik

Bank Ghana t 6ilfr fr-qT mr erl:ia RIPL ifrldid6tt'+A ffESl

fiizr*fuf,m sit-d *4i e'Bfi d ffI ir iu{ never appeared in foreign

cou.t regarding repayment of guarantee nor he preferred any appeal

against the decree. Stanbik Bank Ghana A RIPL +. againsi section 7 fr

!r-&+:rd a4T A. ft was held that the Tribunal had no jurisdiction

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

coqnizance 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 admilted



lDBl Bank Ltd. Vs. Jaypee lnfraiech Ltd.(CA No. 26 /2018 in CP No. (lB)
771 t ALD|2017).

lf an Objection has been Iiled by Corporaie Debtor, T bunal may allow
the Corporate Debtor to withdrawthe same.

siate Bank of lndia vs. Adhunik [4etaliks (cA (lB) No.422tKBl2018 in
CP (lB) No. 373/KB/20'17).

Period of 20 days which was utilized ;n checking ihe eligibility criteria of
a bidder(Liberty House) who later on became ineligible was excluded
from total period of270 days in orderto go for resolution ofcorporate
debtor.ln 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 liquidaiion due 10 expiry of CIRP period.

Takkshil Enterprises Vs. IAP Company P!,t. Ltd. (CA Nos. 60, 69 & 70/C-
lll/ND/201 8 in CP/lB/446/ND/2017).

The lP iaanoi be discharged of his duties for vague reasons once he
has given his consent via Ampanelled list of lPs available at
lBBl(Submission of Form 2 rs Jusl a formaliiy).

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

IRP to resume his duties within 3 days of order-

RP discloses the commission of cognizable offence while undertaking
the CIRP and no action was taken by police autho ties with regard to the
same-On reporting the matter to NCLT,it directed that ifthe complaint

@



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

Electrosteel Steel Ltd. (CA (lB) No. 271lKB/2018,CA (lB) No.
277lKB/2018, CA(lB) No.281lKB/2018 in CP (lB) No.361iKB/2017)

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


