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On the bn date of hearing petitioner had appeared in person and gor the

mattef adjourned on the ground that his counsel coud not reach the court on
account of traffic congestion, The mat€r has been cated out twice today and no
one nas put in appeaEnce in suppon of the p€tiuon even the counset for the
resoondent is not Dresent.

It is appropriate to mention that when the matter came up for mentioning on
29.3.2016 the following orderwds pass€d:-

.The c.use of action in the present case appedrs to have arisen on 02.11,2010
when the p€t tioner was removed as D rector, It s p eaded that the pettion€r
came to know about the afor€said fa€t on 15,02,2011, The peiitioner aiso
pdma racie does not satjsfy th€ criterta for maintaining the p€tition u/s 199 of
tne Companies Act, 1956. Admittedty he has 1.91% sharehotdinq n the
Respondent No. I Company. The p€titioner howe!€. ctaims that he satisfies ti€
other criteria as he is one of the 7 members of the comoany.
The respondent has disputed the afo.esaid cldim made by the p€titloner,
Accordlng to the Respond€nt there is huge un€xptained detay of morc thai 5
yeas in iling the petltion and the total number of members of the comoanv as
on 04.05-2015 is 13. The strength continuesto be the same even today.

Faced with the aforesaid, tne ld, counsel for the petitioner grays for a date to
find the answeE to the aforesaid fofinidabte questions,
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A Derusal ol the order sllows that the oebtDner w;s emoved as director on
02.11.2010 and U€ instant petition has been file<l b€latedly. Even otherwise tl|€
petdoner \Nas mt able to satif tre criEna for rnainbining th€ p€tition as
envisagEd u/5 399 of the Companies Ad, 1955. On tne assucnce that the petjtioner
shall tumisn dr details and an${er the atores.id doubts, the court has granted
Urne. Hon€\,er tlll date no satisfactofl exolanaton has been tend€€d. It is thus
presumed that there is no plausible explanation. In view of the afo€said w€ are
unable to p€Euade ouE€lves that the petltlon is maintainable and thereiore it is
disrniss€d.
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