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ORDER  

 

 

PER: SH. L. N. GUPTA, MEMBER (T) 

 

Central Bank of India (for brevity, the ‘Applicant’) has filed the present 

application under Section 7 of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (for 

brevity, the ‘IBC, 2016’) read with Rule 4 of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy 

(Application to Adjudicating Authority) Rules, 2016 with a prayer to initiate 

the Corporate Insolvency process against M/s. AL Nafees Frozen Food Exports 

Private Limited (for brevity, the ‘Respondent’). 

2. The Respondent namely, M/s AL Nafees Frozen Food Exports Private 

Limited is a Company incorporated on 30.10.1987 with CIN U74899DL1987 

PTC029635 under the provisions of the Companies Act, 1956 having its 

registered office at 6, Central Lane, Bengali Market, New Delhi – 110001, 

which is within the territorial jurisdiction of this Bench. The Authorized Share 

Capital of the Respondent Company is Rs.13,10,00,000/- and the Paid-up 

Share Capital of the Company is Rs.13,06,20,500/- as per Master Data. 

3. The Applicant has submitted that the Bank had sanctioned a Working 

Facility Credit Limit of Rs. 97,00,00,000/- Crores in several tranches. To 

support its contentions, the Applicant has annexed the statement of account 

for the loan account of the Respondent at Annexure A-4 from page no. 44 to 

54, the first and last of the statement is reproduced overleaf for immediate 

reference: 
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4. The particulars of the total unpaid Financial Debt claimed including the 

total amount of default and the date of default are mentioned by the Applicant 

in Part IV of the application, which reads thus: 

 

 

 

5. As per Part IV of the application reproduced above, the Applicant has 

claimed an outstanding debt of Rs.83,17,66,730.65/- inclusive of interest on 

the loan amount and other charges as of 03.03.2023 along with further 

interest till the date of actual payment and relied on 30.10.2017 as the date 

of default. 
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6. The Applicant has relied upon the following documents to prove the 

existence of its Financial Debt.  

i) Copy of Board Resolution dated 03.09.2010 passed at Board 

Meeting of the Respondent to accept/obtain various credit 

facilities to the tune of Rs. 115 Crores from the Applicant. 

ii) Copy of Board Resolution dated 14.12.2011 passed at Board 

Meeting of the Respondent to accept/obtain Ad-hoc FBWC of 

Rs.9.00 Crores from the Applicant. 

iii) Copy of Recall Notice dated 23.07.2018 

iv) Copy of Demand Notice dated 25.10.2018 under Section 

13(2) of SARFAESI Act, 2022 demanding repayment of Rs. 

94.77 along with future interest. 

v) Copy of OTS proposal dated 20.06.2019 by Respondent. 

vi) Copy of OTS acceptance letter dated 16.11.2019 issued by 

the Applicant. 

vii) Copy of Demand Notice dated 04.05.2022 under Section 

13(2) of SARFAESI Act, 2022 demanding repayment of 

Rs.157.27 crores along with future interest. 

7. Based on the aforesaid facts and documents, the Applicant has prayed 

for the initiation of CIRP against the Respondent. 

8. On issuance of the notice, Respondent has filed its reply and written 

submission stating the following: 

8.1 The present application is barred by limitation since the account of the 

Respondent was declared as NPA in the year 2017.  
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8.2 The present application is in violation of Section 215 of IBC 2016 since 

no record of Information Utility has been annexed. 

8.3 The Respondent for the purposes of its business had availed Working 

Capital credit facilities from “Consortium Banks” i.e., Central Bank of India 

and Union Bank of India (erstwhile Corporation Bank). All security Assets were 

hypothecated in favour of the Consortium of Banks with pari passu charge of 

each of the consortium bank member. 

8.4 In the instant case, the Central Bank of India has filed the application 

without arraying Union Bank of India as a co-applicant. The ratio of the 

Judgement dated 15.11.2022 passed by Hon’ble NCLAT in “Rakshit Dhirajlal 

Doshi vs. IDBI Bank Limited” (2023) 147taxmann.com355 (NCLAT-New Delhi) 

is squarely applicable in the present case. 

8.5 During the pendency of the present petition, Union Bank of India had 

Auctioned various properties of CD and realized and distributed a huge 

amount among themselves (Consortium Banks) which has not been disclosed 

before this Tribunal. 

9. The Applicant Bank has also filed its rejoinder and stated that: 

9.1 The Application under Section 7 can either be filed by a single Financial 

Creditor or jointly with another Financial Creditor(s).  

9.2 As per Judgement of the Hon’ble High Court of Calcutta in the matter 

of Univalue Projects P. Ltd. Vs. The Union of India & Ors. W.P. No. 5595(w) of 

2020, Section 215 of IBC 2016 is directory in nature. Even otherwise, the 
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Applicant had annexed the record of Information Utility with its rejoinder on 

pages nos. 18 to 24. 

9.3 The Respondent had acknowledged its debt and default in its One Time 

Settlement (OTS) proposal dated 20.06.2019, which is made within 03 years 

of NPA i.e., 30.10.2017, which is the date of default. Hence, the application is 

within the limitation. 

9.4 The Account of the Respondent was declared as NPA on 30.10.2017 and 

the default first occurred on 30.10.2017. Further, the Respondent, on 

20.06.2019, i.e., within 03 years from the date of default, by proposing to enter 

into an OTS with the Applicant, admitted the existence of debt and 

acknowledged the Respondent's liability to pay the debts. The OTS proposal 

submitted by the Respondent was approved by the Applicant Bank on 

16.11.2019 and subsequently, accepted by the Respondent. Thereby, as per 

Section 18 of the Limitation Act, the period of limitation stood extended by 

further 03 years since the date of OTS i.e., 16.11.2019. Section 18 of the 

Limitation Act is reproduced hereunder: 

“18. Effect of acknowledgment in writing. - 

(1) Where, before the expiration of the prescribed period for a suit 

of application in respect of any property or right, an 

acknowledgment of liability in respect of such property or right 

has been made in writing signed by the party against whom such 

property or right is claimed, or by any person through whom he 

derives his title or liability, a fresh period of limitation shall be 

computed from the time when the acknowledgment was so 

signed.” 
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Furthermore, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of Laxmi Pat Surana 

Vs. Union Bank of India & Anr. has held that when the Principal 

Borrower/Guarantor admits and acknowledges their liability after the 

declaration of NPA but before the expiration of three years therefrom, a fresh 

period of limitation would start from the date of acknowledgment. The relevant 

para of the Judgement is reproduced below: 

“37. Ordinarily, upon declaration of the loan account/debt as NPA 

that date can be reckoned as the date of default to enable the 

financial creditor to initiate action under Section 7 of the Code. 

However, Section 7 comes into play when the corporate debtor 

commits “default”. Section 7, consciously uses the expression 

“default” - not the date of notifying the loan account of the corporate 

person as NPA. Further, the expression “default” has been defined 

in Section 3(12) to mean non-payment of “debt” when whole or any 

part or installment of the amount of debt has become due and 

payable and is not paid by the debtor or the corporate debtor, as 

the case may be. In cases where the corporate person had offered 

guarantee in respect of loan transaction, the right of the financial 

creditor to initiate action against such entity being a corporate 

debtor (corporate guarantor), would get triggered the moment the 

principal borrower commits default due to non-payment of debt. 

Thus, when the principal borrower and/or the (corporate) 

guarantor admit and acknowledge their liability after 

declaration of NPA but before the expiration of three years 

therefrom including the fresh period of limitation due to 

(successive) acknowledgments, it is not possible to extricate 

them from the reviewed limitation accruing due to the effect 

of Section- 18 of the Limitation Act. Section 18 of the 

Limitation Act gets attracted the moment acknowledgment 

in writing signed by the party against whom such right to 
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initiate resolution process under Section 7 of the Code 

enures. Section 18 of the Limitation Act would come into 

play every time when the principal borrower and/or the 

corporate guarantor (corporate debtor), as the case may be, 

acknowledge their liability to pay the debt. Such 

acknowledgment, however, must be Wore the expiration of 

the prescribed period of limitation including the fresh period 

of limitation due to acknowledgment of the debt, from time 

to time, for institution of the proceedings under Section 7 of 

the Code. Further, the acknowledgment must be of a liability 

in respect of which the financial creditor can initiate action 

under Section 7 of the Code.” 

 

9.5 Furthermore, the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Miscellaneous Application 

No. 21 of 2022 in Suo Moto Writ Petition (C) No. 3 of 2020 has directed that 

the period from 15.03.2020 till 28.022022 shall stand excluded for the 

purpose of limitation. Hence, the present Section 7 application is well within 

the period of limitation. The computation of the limitation period is illustrated 

in a tabular manner for the convenience of this Tribunal. 

Computation of limitation from 16.11.2019 (OTS date) 

 

16.11.2019-15.03.2020 4 months 

01.03.2022-13.03.2023 (Date of filing) 12 Months and 12 days 

 16 Months and 12 days 

 

10. After hearing the submissions of both the parties and perusing the 

documents placed on record, this Bench observes that the Respondent has 

contended that the present Application is barred by Limitation whereas, the 

Applicant has countered the same by asserting that the instant petition is well 

within limitation. Accordingly, we would like to examine the contentions of the 
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parties as to Whether the present Application is filed within the period of 

Limitation. 

11. On perusal of the records as well as the following data reflected on the 

website of this Tribunal, it is observed that the present Application is filed on 

14.03.2023.  

 

12. Further from the perusal of Part IV of the Application, it is noticed that 

the Applicant has relied on the date of NPA i.e., 30.10.2017 as the date of 

default.  

13. Furthermore, as per the Application and arguments advanced by the 

Ld. Counsel during the hearing, the Applicant Bank had also relied upon the 

OTS proposal dated 20.07.2019 submitted to the Bank on 22.07.2019 to 

extend the period of Limitation. The said OTS proposal is reproduced overleaf: 
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14. We are conscious of the fact that an OTS proposal made within 03 years 

from the date of default has been recognized for the purpose of extending the 

period of Limitation. In this context, we refer to the Judgement dated 

04.08.2021 of the Hon’ble Supreme Court passed in the matter of Dena Bank 

(now Bank of Baroda) Vs C. Shivakumar Reddy and Anr. CIVIL APPEAL 

NO.1650 OF 2020, which reads thus:  

 

“141. Section 18 of the Limitation Act cannot also be 

construed with pedantic rigidity in relation to proceedings 

under the IBC. This Court sees no reason why an offer of 

One Time Settlement of a live claim, made within the 

period of limitation, should not also be construed as an 

acknowledgment to attract Section 18 of the Limitation 

Act. In Gaurav Hargovindbhai Dave (supra) cited by Mr. 

Shivshankar, this Court had no occasion to consider any 

proposal for one time settlement. Be that as it may, the Balance 

Sheets and Financial Statements of the Corporate Debtor for 

2016-2017, as observed above, constitute acknowledgement of 

liability which extended the limitation by three years, apart from 

the fact that a Certificate of Recovery was issued in favour of the 

Appellant Bank in May 2017. The NCLT rightly admitted the 

application by its order dated 21st March, 2019.” 

  (Emphasis supplied) 
 

15. In the instant case, the OTS proposal by the Applicant was made on 

20.07.2019 which is well within a period of 03 years from the date of default 

i.e., 30.10.2017. However, the Applicant Bank has contended that the 

extended Limitation shall be computed from 16.11.2019, on which the OTS 

proposal was accepted by the Bank. Accordingly, we would like to visit the 

Acceptance letter of the Bank dated 16.11.2019 which is reproduced overleaf: 
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On perusal of the above, it is noticed that the Acceptance Letter of the Bank, 

issued within 3 years from 30.10.2017, was also signed by the Director of the 

Respondent. Hence, in our considered view, the extended period of limitation 

would be computed from 16.11.2019, whereafter another period of 03 years 

would expire on 15.11.2022. 

16. The Applicant herein has also relied upon the order dated 10.01.2022 

passed in Suo Motu Writ Petition (C) No.  3 of 2020 of the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court to substantiate that the instant application is filed within the limitation 

period. The said order reads thus: 
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“5. Taking into consideration the arguments advanced by learned 

counsel and the impact of the surge of the virus on public health 

and adversities faced by litigants in the prevailing conditions, we 

deem it appropriate to dispose of the M.A. No. 21 of 2022 with the 

following directions: 

 

“I. The order dated 23.03.2020 is restored and in continuation 

of the subsequent orders dated 08.03.2021, 27.04.2021 and 

23.09.2021, it is directed that the period from 15.03.2020 till 

28.02.2022 shall stand excluded for the purposes of limitation 

as may be prescribed under any general or special laws in 

respect of all judicial or quasi-judicial proceedings. 
 

II. Consequently, the balance period of limitation 

remaining as on 03.10.2021, if any, shall become 

available with effect from 01.03.2022. 
  

III. In cases where the limitation would have expired during 

the period between 15.03.2020 till 28.02.2022, 

notwithstanding the   actual   balance period   of   limitation 

remaining, all persons shall have a limitation period of 90 

days from   01.03.2022.  In   the event   the   actual balance 

period of limitation remaining, with effect from 01.03.2022 is 

greater than 90 days, that longer period shall apply.” 

           (Emphasis Supplied) 
 

 

17. On perusal of the order of the Hon’ble Apex Court (supra), it is observed 

that the balance period of limitation remaining as of 03.10.2021 shall become 

available from 01.03.2022. In the instant case, in normal circumstances, the 

limitation would have expired on 15.11.2022, however, in the light of para II 

of the aforesaid order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, the limitation period 

available from 03.10.2021 was of 409 days (15.11.2022 - 03.10.2021) and the 

same is to be made available with effect from 01.03.2022. Accordingly, the 
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revised limitation period comes to 409 days from 01.03.2022. The instant 

application having been filed on 14.03.2023 is on the 379th day (i.e., 

14.03.2023 – 01.03.2022) out of 409 days available for limitation. Hence, we 

conclude that the present application is filed well within the period of 

limitation and therefore, we would like to proceed ahead on merits. 

 

18. Secondly, it is contended by the Respondent that the application is 

barred by Section 215 of IBC 2016 since no record of Information Utility has 

been annexed by the Applicant. However, when we peruse the rejoinder, we 

find the Record of Default of Information Utility - NeSL on record, which is 

reproduced below.  

 

 

Hence, we see no merit in this objection raised by the Respondent. 
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19. It is contended by the Respondent that the Central Bank of India has 

filed the present application without arraying the Union Bank of India (the 

other member of the consortium) as a co-applicant. The Respondent further 

added that the ratio of the Judgement of Hon’ble NCLAT in “Rakshit Dhirajlal 

Doshi vs. IDBI Bank Limited” (2023) 147taxmann.com355 (NCLAT-New Delhi) 

is squarely applicable in the present case. Accordingly, we would like to visit 

the Judgement dated 15.11.2022 of the Hon’ble NCLAT passed in the matter 

of “Rakshit Dhirajlal Doshi vs. IDBI Bank Limited and Others in Company 

Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 658 of 2022”, wherein the following was held: 

“28. We note that in the Impugned Order the Adjudicating Authority has 

relied on clause 7.5 of the Inter-se Agreement to hold that any lender is 

at liberty to take any decision or action on any other matter and is not 

required to take any approval from any other lender. We find that clauses 

7.1 and 7.2 of the Inter-se Agreement clearly lay down that an ‘Event of 

Default’ is covered under the actions for which the provisions are made 

in the Inter-se Agreement and the modality of taking such action is clearly 

set out in clause 7.2. Even for the enforcement of securities, clause 7.3 of 

the Inter-se Agreement clearly provides that the enforcement of any or all 

of the securities, shall be done by the Security Trustee as per provisions 

of the Security Trustee Agreement on behalf of all the lenders and as 

instructed by the majority lenders. Therefore, clause 7.5 has to be read 

conjointly with clauses 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3 of the Inter-se Agreement. If that 

is done, we find that the action taken by the IDBI Bank in declaring ‘Event 

of Default’ is not in consonance with the provisions of Inter-se Agreement. 

We, therefore, conclude that the Adjudicating Authority has committed an 

error by placing reliance on a faulty interpretation and understanding of 

clause 7.5 of the Inter-se Agreement. 

29. 29. From the above discussion, it is clear that the Respondent IDBI 

Bank was not entitled to act independently in declaring an ‘Event of 
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Default’ in respect of its individual loan and recalling the loan advanced 

by it to the borrower Doshion and seeking repayment of the said loan 

from the guarantor FIPL. We are, therefore, of the view that the locus 

standi of the Respondent IDBI Bank in taking unilateral action for 

declaring an ‘Event of Default’ in the repayment of the loan advanced by 

it is not established as the IDBI Bank being a participating bank of the 

Bank of Baroda consortium was bound to act under the 

clauses/provisions of the Inter-se Agreement and the Security Trustee 

Agreement.” 

….. 

 “31. We note the order of NCLT in the matter of IDBI Bank vs. Manoj 

Gaur (supra) wherein it is held that if the Security Agreement lays down 

that the lenders shall act collectively then IDBI Bank could not have acted 

on behalf of all the lenders, without obtaining their formal consent and 

substituting itself in place of the Security Trustee. We also take note of 

the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of State Bank of 

India vs. V. Ramakrishnan (supra) wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court 

has held that the continuing liability under IBC for corporate guarantees 

is not res-integra and shall be operative for individual guarantors. Both 

these judgments are, in our opinion, applicable in the present case. 

32. On the basis of detailed discussion in the aforementioned 

paragraphs, we are of the clear opinion that, in view of the stipulations 

and provisions in the Inter-se Agreement of which the Respondent IDBI 

Bank was a signing party, and the provisions of the Security Trustee 

Agreement entered into between the Bank of Baroda (as a Lead Bank of 

the consortium) and the guarantor FIPL and IL&FS Trustee Company 

Limited, the IDBI Bank could not have acted unilaterally in either 

declaring an ‘Event of Default’ regarding repayment its loan facilities 

granted to the borrower Doshion and later seeking repayment of the loan 

from the guarantor Fivebro International Private Limited.” 
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20. Per Contra, the Applicant in its Written Submissions has stated that 

the facts of Rakshit Dhirajlal (supra) are not applicable to the facts of the 

present case, and the Application in that case was dismissed because the 

event of default had not occurred. Further, the Section 7 Application in the 

above-referred case, was filed against the Corporate Guarantor, and the deed 

of guarantee was signed in favor of the Trustee Company, acting for and on 

behalf of the Consortium Banks. Further, Security Trustee Agreement entered 

into by the Banks, Security Trustee, and Guarantor provided a specific 

process for declaring the Event of Default, which was not followed by the Bank 

in the facts of that case. 

 

21. The Applicant Bank has further relied on the Judgement of the Hon’ble 

NCLAT passed in the matter of “Oriental Bank of Commerce Vs M/s Ruchi 

Global Limited” CA (AT) (Ins) No. 378 of 2019, wherein it was observed that 

Corporate Debtor being non-signatory to the inter-se agreement of 

consortium, cannot take benefit from the same. The relevant extracts of the 

Judgement are reproduced below: 

8. In our view the Agreement being Inter-se between the Banks the 

Corporate Debtor cannot take benefit of the Clauses in that agreement, 

which are binding only to the Banks. If there is a default by any member 

of the Consortium, it would be a matter for the other banks to be 

aggrieved with and Corporate Debtor cannot take benefit of the same to 

raise grievance. If the Appellant Bank did not act in tune with the Consortium 

Agreement it may be matter of consideration for other Bank/s of the Consortium 

and/or Reserve Bank of India. However, there is nothing which Bars filing of 

Section 7 of IBC Application by the Appellant. Even if there was Clause that the 

Bank which wants to take action should give notice of 30 days, if notice was 

not given that would be a matter for the Lead bank to look into. That does not 
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create Bar for the Appellant Bank to move Application under Section 7 of IBC. 

In judgment in the matter of “Asian Natural Resources (India) Ltd. & Anr. 

Vs. IDBI Bank Ltd.” this Tribunal has held in para 7 of the Judgment as under: 

“7. Apart from that the Inter se Agreement between different Banks is 

not binding in nature, the „Corporate Debtors‟ not being signatories 

cannot derive advantage of such Inter se Agreement. This apart, the 

„financial creditors‟ having right to file application under Section 7 of the 

I&B Code, individually or jointly on behalf of other „financial creditors‟ 

as quoted below, the Inter se Agreement between the „financial 

creditors‟ cannot override the said provision, nor can take away the right 

of any Financial Institution to file application under Section 7 of the I&B 

Code.” 

9. We are in Agreement with the observations made by the Hon’ble Bench of 

this Tribunal as above. We find that the judgment of the Adjudicating Authority 

in dismissing the Application under Section 7 because of the Consortium 

Agreement cannot be maintained. 

           (Emphasis Supplied) 

22. In view of the Judgement (supra), we agree with the contention raised 

by the Applicant Bank that the Respondent cannot take benefit of the inter-

se agreement entered by and between the consortium of banks. We also do 

not find any objection raised by the Union Bank of India- the other consortium 

member on record.  

23.  During the course of the hearing on 01.06.2023, it was stated by the 

Respondent that it had discharged the debt of the Union Bank of India. For 

the purpose of immediate reference, the said order is reproduced below: 
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Since as per its own submission during the course of the hearing, the 

Respondent has discharged the debt of Union Bank of India, the question of 

arraying the Union Bank of India as a party to the present case does not arise. 

Hence, we are of the view that the Judgement of Hon’ble NCLAT in the matter 

of “Rakshit Dhirajlal Doshi vs. IDBI Bank Limited and Others” in Company 

Appeal (AT) (Insolvency) No. 658 of 2022 does not help the case of the 

Respondent and is not applicable to the facts of the present case. Even 

otherwise, as per the Scheme of Section 7 of IBC 2016, an application can be 

filed by a Financial Creditor alone by itself or jointly with other Financial 

Creditors. Hence, we do not find any merit in this objection too. 

24. Further, as evident from the order dated 09.06.2023 (ibid), in the 

interest of justice, this Adjudicating Authority had given 07 days’ time to the 

Respondent to settle the matter and move an application if the settlement is 

arrived at between the parties. However, neither there is any intimation 
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regarding any settlement nor there is any IA on record for withdrawal of the 

present application.  

25. In the sequel to the above and the given facts and circumstances, the 

present Application being complete and the Applicant having established the 

default on the part of the Respondent in payment of the Financial Debt for an 

amount being above the minimum threshold limit, the present Application 

is admitted in terms of Section 7(5) of the IBC and accordingly, the 

Moratorium is declared in terms of Section 14 of the Code. As a necessary 

consequence of the Moratorium in terms of Section 14(1) (a), (b), (c) & (d), the 

following prohibitions are imposed, which must be followed: 

 

“(a) The institution of suits or continuation of pending suits or 

proceedings against the Respondent including execution of any 

judgment, decree or order in any court of law, tribunal, arbitration 

panel or other authority;  

 

(b)  Transferring, encumbering, alienating or disposing of by the 

Respondent any of its assets or any legal right or beneficial 

interest therein;  

 

(c)  Any action to foreclose, recover or enforce any security interest 

created by the Respondent in respect of its property including any 

action under the Securitization and Reconstruction of Financial 

Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002;  

 

(d)  The recovery of any property by an owner or lessor, where such 

property is occupied by or in the possession of the Respondent.” 

 
 

26. As proposed by the Applicant, this Bench appoints Mr. Manohar Lal Vij 

as IRP having Registration No. IBBI/IPA-001/IP-P01480/2018-2019/12269, 
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Email ID: <mivij1956@gmail.com> subject to the condition that no 

disciplinary proceedings is pending against the IRP so named and disclosures 

as required under IBBI Regulations, 2016 are made by him within a period of 

one week of this Order. This Adjudicating Authority further orders that: 

“Mr. Manohar Lal Vij, as a IRP having Registration No. IBBI/IPA-

001/IP-P01480/2018-2019/12269, E-mail ID: <mivij1956@ 

gmail.com> is directed to take charge of the CIRP of the 

Respondent with immediate effect. The IRP is further directed to 

take the steps as mandated under the IBC specifically under 

Section 15, 17, 18, 20 and 21 of IBC, 2016. 

27. The Applicant is directed to deposit Rs.10,00,000/- (Ten Lakhs) only 

with the IRP to meet the immediate expenses. The amount, however, will be 

subject to adjustment by the Committee of Creditors as to be duly accounted 

for by IRP and shall be paid back to the Applicant. 

 

28. A copy of this Order shall immediately be communicated to the 

Applicant Bank, the Respondent Company, the IRP named above, and the 

Information Utility/NeSL by the Court Officer/Registry of this Tribunal.  

 

29. In addition, a copy of the Order shall also be forwarded by the Court 

Officer/Registry to IBBI for their records.  

 

    Sd/-                                                                     Sd/- 
     (L. N. GUPTA)                  (ASHOK KUMAR BHARDWAJ) 
      MEMBER (T)         MEMBER (J) 
 


