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The petitioner couns€l mentioned this CP stating that the P€titioner
had 51% shareholding in the company and the same was reduced to 014%

in th€ year 2015 b€hind the back of the petitioner' The Petitioner oflate has

come to know o{ this fact only wh€n he .€ceiv€d a Phone call from on€ Mr.

Sachin Gupta informing the petiboner that neSotiations wer€ on with the

R3 & R4 for buying the under construction hosPitat site by way of $le of

sharcs ofRl company for a sum of (lo0crores. Though there is no letteror
any material in wnting disclosing the resPondents neSotiatinS with
somebody to sell the company proPerty, the petitioner counsel pla€ed a

letter of the petitioner addressed to theManaging Director of HSIDC
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stating that R2 and R3 were trying to ali€nate the ProPerty to someone els€

by d iluting the p€titioner shareholdin8 to t6s than I %

2. The petitioner apprehends that if the respondents ali€nate the

Cornpany property to outsiders ignoring the intcrest of the petitioner in R1

Company, it wilt certainly Prejudice the interest of th€ Petiiionet therefore,

the couns€l has sought for status quo over the shareholding and fixed

assets of thecomPany,

3. The petitioner counsel filed proof of s€rvice showing that he sent

nohc€s to th€ r€spondents on 09.04.2016, and thos€ notices were atr€ady

delivered to the respondents on 11.04.2016 i.e., yesterday, therefore he says

s€rvice has been effected againsi all the respondents.

4. On sreing the addresses of these ResPondents, it apPears all these

respondents have been residing out of Delhi. Assuming the service has

been affectcd against the respondents, for they are residinS out of Delhi,

this Bench can't expect that the resPondelts have wantonly remained

5. However, for the senior counsel aPPearnlS on the petitioner behalf

having raised an apprehcnsion thrt the resPondents are neSotiating to

alienate the property of the company; this Bench h€reby directs the

Respondents to maintain status quo over the assets of the comPany until

next date of hearing i.€., on 18 04.2016, wth a lib€rty to the resPondents

seeking vacation of this order witholrt filin8 any aPPlication Provided the

facts submitted by the Petitioner are not reflecting the facts haPPened in

6. This Bench hereby dire€ts the Petitioner to communicaie this order by

email as well as by post enablinS thc resPondcnts to apPear on the next

dateofhearing.

List the mafter on 18.04.2016 at 2 30 P m
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