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Now the fact of the mafter is, the Petitioners' side who have only 34olo of the

shareholding continue with 3 directors on the Board, whereas majority shareholders

have only one director on the Board, which is democraticalty not permissible to

happeo and it is virtually Permitting minority to take a call on the affairs of the

company. In view of this, this matter is Posted for hearing as fixed earlier'

The Petitioners counsel ar8ues that these ResPondents having taken a decision

to hold EGM under Section U4(2) of Companies AcL 2013, it is illegal to hold such

meeting when already three directors are Present on the Board from the petitioners'

side. For which we make it clear tiat jurisdiction under 241 & 242 of the Act is

extlaordinary jurisdiction to interfere if Pre,udice or unfaimess indulged in dealing

with the affairs of the company, not qua on illegality of any action in resPect to the

affairs of the company. If it is on allegation of simpliciter illegality, jurisdiction lies

somewhere not before this forum.

However, this MA will be heard on merits on the next date of hearinS

V. NALLASENAPATHY
Member (Technical)

B.S.V. PRAKASH KUMAR
Member (Judicial)

Y

NCLT
Typewritten Text
Sd/-

NCLT
Typewritten Text
Sd/-




