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CIVIL APPEAL NO(s). 610 OF 2006

CHAIRVAN & MD., |I.T.I. LTD. & ANR Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
SUBHAS CHANDRA BHARARA & ANR. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for extension of time and prayer for interimrelief and
of fice report )

WTH Civil Appeal NO. 564-605 of 2006
(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

Cvil Appeal NO 606 of 2006
(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

G vil Appeal NO 611 of 2006
(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

Date: 14/03/2013 These Appeals were called on for hearing today.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

M. Rakesh Kumar Khanna, |earned Additional Solicitor Genera
appearing on behalf of the Union of India submits that the nmatter is

still pending before the Board for Reconstruction of Public Sector
Enterprises (hereinafter referred to as the ’'BRPSE ), which was
wrongl y ment i oned as "Board for I ndustri al and Fi nanci a

Reconstruction"” in our Oder dated 17th January, 2013. Let the
necessary correction be nade in the aforesaid order by substituting
t he expression "Board for Reconstruction of Public Sector Enterprises"”
in place of "Board for Industrial and Financial Reconstruction"

It is pointed out by the | earned counsel for the respondents-
wor kmen that the rehabilitation scheme has now been approved on 8th
January, 2013. Therefore, a direction may be issued to the BRPSE to
take a final decision within a tine bound frane.

M. Rakesh Kumar Khanna has, however, pointed out that the
scheme, which has been approved, is still pending consideration
before the AIFR

We are of the opinion that even though the matter is pending
before the AIFR, it would not be an inpedinent for the BRPSE to place
the matter before the Cabinet. Such a decision, in our opinion, would
in fact
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aid the whole process of rehabilitation of the sick conpany. e,
therefore, direct the BRPSE to take a final decision wthin three
mont hs and pl ace the sanme before the Cabinet.
These matters are adjourned to first week of August, 2013.

(Sukhbir Paul Kaur) (I'ndu Bal a Kapur)

Court Master Court Master



