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Order

, .Respondents 
sid€ filed CA 622015 s€eking darticatiorr of the orderdated 26,02.2016 pass€d by this Bench wilh respect that rhere is no need tosend prior notices of th€ Board Meetinspetitioners/Respond€nt,;.;; ;,:i,"jilTT1:::""f il:Applicanr/Respondent No.1 comDanv
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2. T}1is Bench has been consistently passing interim orders in this.ase
from 26D lune, 2014 mentioning that company has to send -otices to the
petihoners to every Board Meeting and ceneral Meeting that takes plac€ in

3. In turtheranc€, an order was pass€d on 26.02.2016 wh€rein both the
parties had consented ro hold all Board Meetings and Annual General
MeetinSs at a plac€ called Hotel Bieak Point, Bhoor Chouraha, C.T.Road,
Bulandshahar (UP) stating that quarterly Board Meetings wil be held on
29.03.2016, 07.06.2016, 03.09.2016 & 24.:12.2016 and the AGM in 28.09.2016

at 2 PM on all dayr by sendinS one week notic€ ro the p€titioners and atso

to the Advocate appearing on behalfofthe petitioners.

4. Now, tuming round from the consent order passed on 26.02.20'16, the
respondents have come up with this CA saying that rhere is no need to
give notices to the petition€r to the m€etings because th€y resigned as

directors from the company long before.

5. In this contexL I must say that the respondents had fileo CA 4'12015
se€king modifi(ation of the ordeE dated 26.06.2014 and 26.02.2016 on th€
footing that there is no ne€d ro send pnor notices of the Board Me€ring
inlormatiodnotices to ihe Petitioner in the capaciry of Director. When this
Bench put it to the respondents couns€l how CA 412016 is maintainable,
the respondents' side withdrew CAs 41/2016 & 4212016, accordingly, those
applicatioG were dismiss€d as withdram.

6. It ii pertinent ro mention lhat rhe order pdssed on 2b.02.20tb i\ a
coirs€nt ordet wherein, both the parries agre€d that the respond€nts will
send prior notice to the petitioners to every Board Meeting and Cenerat
Meetin& the company holds from tim€ to time. Th€r€fore, th€ respondents
muld not retract from th€ consent o.der dated ?6.02.2016 passed bv this
Bench.
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7. On the top of iL thes€ respondenrs had already wfthdrawn CA
4tl20l6 o 29.8.2016 rcalizinS that such retief permittint to rerract from
the consent order could not be passed. That CA 41n0.16 was filed with the
self same r€lief asked in th€ pr€sent application. It must nor be lost sight of
that CA 41/2016 was withdrawn by the respondents, not either disrnissed
for default or for any other reason.It was dismissed as withdiawn without
any liberty to approach on the same caus€ of actionj therefore. the
respondents are baffed from laisin8 the same issue in rhe presenr CA.

8. Had there been any grievanc€ to the r€spondmrs on the consenr
order dated 26.02.2016 or th€ order dated 26.06.2014 rhey would have filed
10F appeal over those orders. They consciously avoided filing any appeal
over any of the ord€rs so far passed by this Bench.

9. In view of the reasons mentioned above, I believ€ that this
application is not only frivolous but also v€xatious, th€refor€, I hereby
dismissed this application as mis.onc€ived by impoging costs of t50,000
payableto CLB, Library fund within 15 davsh€reof.

List the matter as fi\ed earlier.

(B.S.V. PRAKA5II KUMAR)
Mcmber (Judiciat)


