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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
ORDINARY ORIGINAL CIVIL JURISDICTION

COMPANY APPEAL NO. 18 OF 2015

Shri Deven Surinder Verma ... Appellant
Versus
Trikon Electronics Private Limited ...Respondent

Mr.Chirag Balsara a/w. Mr. Mayur Shetty a/w. Mr. Dikshat Mehtra i/b
Rajani Associates for appellants.
Mr. M.S.Bhardwaj i/b Javed R. Shaikh for respondent nos. 2 and 3.
CORAM : K.R.SHRIRAM, J.
DATE : 11™ JANUARY 2018
PC.
1 By an order 6™ January 2016, this Appeal was disposed. Respondents
had filed two company applications, one for recall of the order because
some of the pleadings, on which the appellant had relied upon and this
Court has passed an order, were not the correct documents; and the other
is alleging that, as interpolated/incorrect documents were filed by
appellant deliberately interfering with the administration of justice under

Section 340 read with Section 195(1)(b)(i) of the Criminal Procedure

Code, 1973, appellant be held guilty of perjury.

2 When both these applications were taken up, so far as recalling the

order dated 6™ January 2016 is concerned, by a consent order dated 7™

April 2017, the order dated 6™ January 2017 was recalled.
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3 On the other application of respondents that perjury proceedings be
initiated against appellant, the Court has expressed a prima-facie view that
appellant has committed perjury by filing fabricated and interpolated
documents. Mr.Balsara states that against the order dated 7™ April 2017 in
Company Application No. 54 of 2016 which is the application to hold
appellant guilty of perjury, appellant has preferred an Appeal (Lodg.) No.
232 of 2017. Mr. Bhardwaj submits that this appeal, therefore, be stood
over till Appeal (lodg.) No.232 of 2017 is disposed.

Mr.Bhardwaj states that no stay has been granted and therefore,
there is no bar to this Court dismissing the present Company Appeal No. 18

of 2015 because appellant has been found to have committed perjury.

4 In my view, it will not be appropriate to dispose the Company Appeal
at this point of time because if by any chance, appellant succeeds in
Company Appeal (Lodg.) No. 232 of 2017, then this company appeal will
have to be heard. It should also be noted that copy of the Appeal has been

served on respondent nos.2 and 3.

5 In the circumstances, Company Appeal No. 18 of 2015 is adjourned
sine-die, to be taken up after disposal of Appeal (Lodg.) No. 231 of 2017.

Liberty to apply.

(K.R. SHRIRAM, J.)
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