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Order

The valuer appointed in this CornPany Petition filed a letter stating

that both the pati€s i.e-, the Petition€r side and lhe resPondents side

agreed lo pay f€e of Rs.t 00,0m/- as a remuneration for th€ assiSnment

Eiven by lhis Bench. AccordinSly, an advance of Rs-2, 00,000/- equally

(Rs.l, t10,000 each) is to be d€posited by them within one week and balance

Rs.3, 00,000/- to be paid equally before release of the final rePort of the

Charterecl Accountant.
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2. The valuer fil€d the minutes sitned by the p€titioner side as well as

respond€nts' side aSreeing to pay remuneEtion of Rs.2, 50,000/- eadr to the

valuer as mentioned above. Within two days thereot respondents' side

wrcte a letter that the remuneration agreed to t€ paid to the valuer is on a

higher side, so to r€€onsider the same before starting the process of
valuation. For th€ respondents side having written such lettei ro the valuer,

the valuer placed the minutes before this B€nch stating thai the fee quoted

and atreed upon after due deliberation mutually is rcasonable fee since it
rcquircs verification of records of the company frcm the year 2009-10 to

2012-13 and subsequently fair valuation of shares. Now, the counsel

appeanng on behalf of the r€spond€nts has started saying though the

respond€nts side a$eed for payment of Rs.2,50,000/- as iemuneration to

the valuer from their sid€, for the respondents sid€ having n,. money what

does R2 do. In case, this Bench gives a solution to it, he will proceed

accordinSly.

3. The petitioner couns€l says that last time when valuer could not take

up the valuation, because th€ respondents side did not provide requisite

documents to the valuet this Bench was then obliged to appoint Present

valuer to take up the valuation proc€ss. The petitioner counsel furth€r

submits that now the respondents have taken a different s'!nd so as to

restraint the valu€r by saying that th€y have no money to Pay to the valuer.

This isan attempt to drag this valuation for further time.

4. In view of the submissions made by either sid€, it appears that the

respondeniJ side, though agreed to Provide exit to the Petitioner and for

valuation of the sharet wh€n it comes to valuation, they have been taking

up one or other ground toensure that valuation is not comPleted.

5. Every time, whenever any problem com€s before this Bench, this

Bench has b€en passing consent order. When R2 says that h€ has no money

to pay io the valucr, theonly way oui to resolve this Problem is to direct



the petitioner to

to withdraw this

done.
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pay the entire rcrnuneEdon to the valuer, and thereafter,

remunelation from the company after valuation has be€n

6. For having the petitioner agr€€d to pay the mtir€ r€muneration to the
valuer and tet valuation dong the respondents side is directed to co-

operate with the valuer and provide the documentr that aI!1 required for
the valuatio& wirhin 15 days henot failing whid! dle petitioner is at
Iiberty to seek furthe. oder6 from this B€nch.

Ljst the mattel a5 fixed earli€r i.e., on 25.m72015.

(B.S.V. PRAKASH
Menb.| (J'dici{l)


