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IN THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL 
AMARAVATI BENCH 
(Through Hybrid Mode) 

Supplementary Cause List Item No.1 
IA(IBC) (Plan)/2/2026  in 

CP(IB)/35/7/AMR/2022 
IN THE MATTER OF: 
Central Bank of India    … Financial Creditor 
 

Versus 
ASR Engineering and Projects Ltd.  ….    Corporate Debtor 
 
Under Section: 7, 30(6) of IBC 2016 
Reg     : 39(4) of IBBI (CIRP) Regu, 2016 
        

Order delivered on 22.06.2026  
CORAM:  
SHRI KISHORE VEMULAPALLI, HON’BLE MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
SHRI UMESH KUMAR SHUKLA, HON’BLE MEMBER (TECHNICAL)
   
PRESENT:  
For the Applicant/IRP  : Mr. Naga Bhushan Bhagawati along with Mr. P. 

Ramesh Babu, Adv. 
Canara Bank               : Ms. P. Malini, DGM, Canara Bank  
                                                

ORDER 
 
 Orders pronounced vide separate sheets.  

The Hon'ble Member (Judicial) has approved the Resolution Plan 

and, accordingly, the Application stands allowed and disposed of. 

The Hon'ble Member (Technical) has rejected the Resolution Plan 

and, accordingly, the Application stands dismissed and disposed of. 

In view of the difference of opinion between the Members 

constituting the Bench, the Registry is directed to place the matter before 

the Hon'ble President, National Company Law Tribunal, New Delhi, for 

taking appropriate steps. 

 
 
       Sd/-         Sd/- 
UMESH KUMAR SHUKLA       KISHORE VEMULAPALLI 
  MEMBER (TECHNICAL)             MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
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IN THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL 
AMARAVATI BENCH AT MANGALAGIRI 
(Exercising powers of Adjudicating Authority under  

The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016)  
 

IA (IBC)/(PLAN)/2/2026 in 
CP (IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 

 
Application under Section 30(6) 
of IBC, 2016 and Regulation 
39(4) of IBBI (Insolvency for 
Corporate Persons) 
Regulations, 2016. 
 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
 
Mr.NAGABUSHAN BHAGAWATI 
Resolution Professional 
M/s. ASR Engineering & Projects Limited 
IBBI/IPA-001/IP-P00032/2016-17/10085 
1-1-380/38, Ashok Nagar Extension 
Hyderabad-500020                
                                               …… Applicant/ Resolution Professional 
 

Order delivered on 22.06.2026 
 

CORAM: 
HON’BLE SHRI KISHORE VEMULAPALLI, MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
HON’BLE SHRI UMESH KUMAR SHUKLA, MEMBER (TECHNICAL) 
 
Parties/ Counsels Appearance: 

 
For the Applicant/IRP  : Mr. Naga Bhushan Bhagawati along with Mr. P. 

Ramesh Babu, Adv. 
Canara Bank               : Ms. P. Malini, DGM, Canara Bank  
 

ORDER 
 

PER: SHRI KISHORE VEMULAPALLI, MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
 
 The present Application has been filed by the Resolution 

Professional under Section 30(6) of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy 

Code, 2016 ("IBC" or "the Code") read with Regulation 39(4) of the 

Insolvency and Bankruptcy Board of India (Insolvency Resolution 
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Process for Corporate Persons) Regulations, 2016 ("CIRP 

Regulations"), seeking for the following reliefs: 

a) Allow the present application; 

b) Pass an order/orders approving the Successful Resolution 

Plan, submitted by M/s. Anantaa Engineering and 

Infrastructures Private Limited on 26.08.2025 read along with 

Revised Resolution Plan dated 15.11.2025 and clarifications 

letter dated 17.11.2025, under section 31(1) of the Insolvency 

and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 in the interest of the revival of the 

CD and declare that the same shall be binding on the CD and 

its employees, members, creditors including the Central 

Government, any State Government or any other local 

authority to whom a debt in respect of the payment of dues 

arising under any law for the time being in force, such as 

authorities to whom statutory dues are owed, guarantors and 

other stakeholders involved in the Resolution Plan. 

c) Consider passing necessary directions for grant of reliefs and 

concessions sought by the Successful Resolution Applicant 

M/s. Anantaa Engineering and Infrastructures Private Limited, 

as set out in page numbers 60-67 and 80-86 (Annexure - A31) 

of the Successful Resolution Plan, if deemed appropriate. 

 
FACTS OF THE CASE: 
 
2. The Corporate Debtor (“CD”) was admitted into Corporate 

Insolvency Resolution Process ("CIRP") vide Order dated 27.09.2024 

passed by this Adjudicating Authority in CP(IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 on an 
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application preferred by Central Bank of India under Section 7 of the 

Code. Consequent upon admission, moratorium under Section 14 of the 

Code was declared and Mr. Naga Bhushan Bhagawati was appointed as 

the Interim Resolution Professional ("IRP"). 

 
3. Pursuant to his appointment, the IRP made a public announcement 

in Form-A on 04.10.2024 in accordance with Section 15 of the Code read 

with the applicable CIRP Regulations, inviting claims from creditors of the 

CD. In response thereto, claims were received from four Financial 

Creditors, namely Canara Bank, Central Bank of India, DBS Bank India 

Limited and IDBI Bank, which were duly verified and admitted by the IRP 

in accordance with law. 

 
4. During the pendency of the CIRP, the Hon'ble National Company 

Law Appellate Tribunal, Chennai Bench, vide Order dated 22.10.2024 

passed in Company Appeal (AT) (CH) (Ins.) No. 373 of 2024 and I.A. 

No.1021 of 2024, stayed further proceedings in the CIRP. Subsequently, 

the Hon'ble Appellate Tribunal, vide Order dated 28.01.2025, vacated the 

said interim stay, thereby permitting continuation of the CIRP in 

accordance with the provisions of the Code. 

 
5. Pursuant thereto, the Committee of Creditors (“CoC”) was 

constituted on 05.02.2025 and subsequently reconstituted from time to 

time. The admitted claims of the Financial Creditors aggregated to 

Rs.17,19,51,57,178/- comprising claims of Canara Bank, Central Bank of 

India, DBS Bank India Limited and IDBI Bank. The details of CoC were 

extracted below: 
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6.  In its First Meeting held on 11.02.2025, the CoC resolved with 

100% voting share to confirm the IRP as Resolution Professional (“RP”), 

which came to be approved by this Adjudicating Authority (“AA”) vide 

Order dated 28.02.2025 in IA No. 64 of 2025. 

 
7. During the CIRP period, several meetings of the CoC were 

convened wherein various matters relating to conduct of CIRP, 

appointment of professionals, valuation of assets, preparation of 

Information Memorandum (“IM”), invitation of Expression of Interest 

(“EoI”), consideration of Resolution Plans and extension of CIRP period 

were deliberated and approved. The details of extension are extracted 

below: 
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8. In compliance with Regulation 27 of the CIRP Regulations, the 

Resolution Professional appointed Registered Valuers for valuation of 

Land & Building, Plant & Machinery and Securities & Financial Assets of 

the CD. A Transaction Auditor was also appointed for examining 

transactions under Sections 43, 45, 49 and 66 of the Code. 

 
(i) In the 2nd CoC was held on 05.03.2025, CoC approved 

publication of Form-G inviting Expressions of Interest (herein 

referred as “EoI”) from Prospective Resolution Applicants 

(herein referred as “PRAs”). Pursuant thereto, Form-G was 

published in the newspapers on 13.05.2025 in which the last 

date for submission of EoI by the PRAs was 28.03.2025 and 

eighteen PRAs submitted EoI. Upon scrutiny, all eligible 

applicants were included in the final list of PRAs. The 

undersigned published the final list of PRAs on 22.04.2025 and 

the relevant extract of final list of PRAs were below: 
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9. The 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th and 8th Meetings of the CoC were convened 

on 15.04.2025, 21.04.2025, 06.05.2025,13.05.2025, 21.05.2025 and 

19.06.2025 respectively. During the said meetings, the CoC deliberated 

upon various aspects concerning the conduct of the CIRP and passed 

appropriate resolutions in furtherance of the CIRP. 

 
10. The CoC considered and approved the Request for Resolution Plan 

("RFRP") together with the Evaluation Matrix (“EM”), which was 

subsequently ratified through the e-voting process concluded on 

03.06.2025. The approved EM was adopted as the basis for evaluation 

and comparison of Resolution Plans to be received from the PRAs. 
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11. The Resolution Professional prepared and circulated IM to the 

members of the CoC on 30.04.2025 in accordance with Section 29 of the 

Code read with the CIRP Regulations. The circulation of the Information 

Memorandum was duly recorded in the 5th Meeting of the CoC. 

Subsequently, the IM was revised and updated on 12.11.2025 based on 

developments during the CIRP process. 

 
12. In the 7th Meeting of the CoC, the RP placed the Transaction Audit 

Report covering the period from 01.04.2022 to 27.09.2024. The 

Transaction Auditor, upon examination of the books of accounts, financial 

records and transactions of the CD during the relevant period, concluded 

that no Preferential, Undervalued, Fraudulent or Extortionate (PUFE) 

transactions were identified warranting action under Sections 43, 45, 49, 

50 or 66 of the Code. Based on the findings and conclusions contained 

in the Transaction Audit Report, the RP formed the opinion that no 

avoidance transactions existed requiring initiation of proceedings before 

this Adjudicating Authority. The said report and the opinion of the 

Resolution Professional were placed before the CoC for its 

consideration. Upon detailed deliberations on the findings contained 

therein, the CoC formed the view that no proceedings under the 

provisions relating to preferential, undervalued, fraudulent or extortionate 

transactions warranted initiation before this AA and accordingly no 

avoidance application was proposed to be filed by the RP. 

 
13. Pursuant to the approval of the RFRP and EM, the RP issued the 

RFRP, IM and EM to all eligible PRAs on 06.06.2025 and invited 
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submission of Resolution Plans within the prescribed timeline. The PRAs 

were initially required to submit their Resolution Plans on or before 

06.07.2025. 

 
14. Considering the stage of the CIRP and the time required for 

completion of the resolution process, the CoC also resolved to authorize 

and direct the RP to file an appropriate application before this AA seeking 

extension of the CIRP period by a further period of ninety days beyond 

the initial period of one hundred and eighty days under Section 12 of the 

Code. 

 
15. At the request of the PRAs, and with the approval of the CoC, the 

last date for submission of Resolution Plans was extended on two 

occasions in order to facilitate submission of comprehensive and 

competitive Resolution Plans. Pursuant to such extensions, two 

Resolution Applicants, namely M/s Anantaa Engineering and 

Infrastructures Private Limited and M/s Vensar Constructions 

Company Limited, submitted their Resolution Plans on or before 

26.08.2025. 

 
16. The 9th Meeting of the CoC was held on 01.09.2025, wherein the 

RP placed before the CoC the Resolution Plans received from the 

aforesaid Resolution Applicants. The plan amounts of the above two 

PRAs is extracted below: 
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 During the said meeting, the RP also shared the valuation reports 

obtained from the Registered Valuers with the members of the CoC after 

obtaining the requisite confidentiality undertakings, in compliance with 

the provisions of the Code and the CIRP Regulations. The extracts of the 

Valuation Report are extracted below: 

 

 
17. The CoC took note of the Resolution Plans received and considered 

the valuation reports pertaining to the assets of the CD for the purpose 

of evaluating the feasibility and viability of the Resolution Plans submitted 

by the Resolution Applicants. 

 
18. Thereafter, the 10th, 11th and 12th Meetings of the CoC were held 

on 11.09.2025, 25.09.2025 and 24.10.2025 respectively. During these 

meetings, the RP presented a detailed comparative analysis of the 

Resolution Plans, setting out, inter alia, the salient features of each Plan, 

the proposed distribution amongst various classes of stakeholders, and 

the extent of compliance with the provisions of the IBC, 2016, the CIRP 

Regulations and the RFRP. 
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19. Upon evaluation of the Resolution Plans, the CoC observed that the 

financial proposals initially submitted by the Resolution Applicants were 

substantially lower than the liquidation value of the CD. Consequently, 

the CoC engaged in discussions and negotiations with the Resolution 

Applicants and advised them to substantially improve their financial offers 

in order to maximise value for the stakeholders of the CD. 

 
20. Pursuant to such deliberations, both Resolution Applicants 

expressed their willingness to revise and enhance their financial 

proposals and submitted improved offers for consideration of the CoC. 

 
21. Subsequently, the 13th Meeting, the 14th Meeting and the adjourned 

14th Meeting of the CoCs were held on 04.11.2025, 11.11.2025 and 

12.11.2025 respectively. During the course of these meetings, extensive 

negotiations were undertaken by the CoC with the Resolution Applicants 

with a view to securing the highest possible value for the assets of the 

CD and ensuring maximisation of stakeholder interests, which is one of 

the primary objectives of the Code.  

 
22. The negotiations conducted by the CoC resulted in a substantial 

enhancement of the financial offers submitted by the Resolution 

Applicants. The aggregate offer value, which initially stood at 

approximately Rs.41.99 Crores, was progressively increased and 

ultimately improved to Rs.76 Crores. Accordingly, both Resolution 

Applicants submitted revised financial proposals for consideration by the 

CoC. The Resolution Applicants revised their financial plan amounts as 

below: 
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23. Pursuant to the negotiations conducted during the 13th, 14th and 

adjourned 14th Meetings of the CoC, the RP directed the Resolution 

Applicants to submit their final revised Resolution Plans on or before 

15.11.2025 for consideration by the CoC. 

 
24. The 15th Meeting of the CoC was convened on 17.11.2025. In the 

said meeting, the RP placed before the CoC the final revised Resolution 

Plans submitted by M/s Anantaa Engineering and Infrastructures Private 

Limited ("AEIPL") and M/s Vensar Constructions Company Limited 

("VCCL"), together with the updated Comparative Chart and EM 

prepared in accordance with the approved RFRP and Evaluation Criteria. 

The comparative evaluation enabled the CoC to assess the relative 

merits, feasibility and viability of the competing Resolution Plans. The 

comparative statement and evaluation matrix considered by the CoC are 

reproduced hereinbelow: 
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25. Upon completion of deliberations, the final Resolution Plans were 

placed before the CoC for voting. The e-voting process commenced on 

17.11.2025 and concluded on 24.11.2025. During the intervening period, 

the 16th Meeting of the CoC was held on 01.12.2025, wherein the CoC 

approved filing of an application seeking extension of the CIRP period by 

a further period of thirty days beyond the statutory period already granted. 

 
26. Upon conclusion of the voting process, the Resolution Plan 

submitted by AEIPL secured 81.52% voting share of the CoC and was 

accordingly approved under Section 30(4) of the IBC, 2016. The approval 

was accorded by the CoC after considering the feasibility, viability, 

implementation capability and overall value maximisation offered under 

the Resolution Plan. The summary of the voting results and the resolution 

passed by the CoC approving the Resolution Plan are reproduced 

hereinbelow: 

 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 14 of 50 

 
 

27. Consequent upon approval of the Resolution Plan by the CoC, the 

RP was authorised to issue the Letter of Intent ("LoI") to AEIPL and to 

call upon the Successful Resolution Applicant (“SRA”) to furnish the 

requisite Performance Security in accordance with the terms of the 

Resolution Plan and the RFRP. AEIPL was accordingly declared as the 

SRA. The resolution passed by the CoC authorising issuance of the LoI 

and consequential steps for implementation of the approved Resolution 

Plan is reproduced hereinbelow: 

 

 
28. The RP thereafter examined the approved Resolution Plan and 

certified that the same complies with the provisions of the IBC, 2016, the 

CIRP Regulations and the RFRP. The Final Resolution Plan dated 
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15.11.2025 together with the clarifications furnished by the SRA was 

accordingly placed on record. 

 
29. The RP has certified that the Resolution Plan provides for payment 

of CIRP Costs in priority to all other debts in compliance with Section 

30(2)(a) of the Code. A sum of Rs.1.63 Crores has been earmarked 

towards CIRP Costs, which is proposed to be paid within forty-five days 

from the date of approval of the Resolution Plan by this AA. 

 
30. The RP has certified that the Resolution Plan satisfies the 

requirements of Section 30(2) of the Code. The Plan provides for 

payment of CIRP Costs amounting to Rs.1.63 Crores in priority to all 

other debts and further earmarks an amount of Rs.2.37 Crores towards 

Operational Creditors. The RP has certified that the treatment proposed 

for Operational Creditors is in conformity with Section 30(2)(b) of the 

Code read with Regulation 38(1)(a) of the CIRP Regulations and that the 

amounts proposed to be paid are not less than the amounts payable to 

such creditors in the event of liquidation under Section 53 of the Code. 

The distribution proposed under the Resolution Plan amongst various 

categories of Operational Creditors is reproduced hereinbelow: 
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31. The RP has further certified that the Resolution Plan complies with 

Regulation 38 of the CIRP Regulations. The Plan contains a statement 

indicating the manner in which the interests of all stakeholders have been 

addressed and balanced and further records that neither the SRA nor 

any of its related parties has failed to implement, or contributed to the 

failure of implementation of, any Resolution Plan approved by an AA. The 

Plan also specifies the timelines for implementation and contains 

adequate provisions for its effective supervision and execution. 

 
32. The Resolution Plan provides for continuation of the CD as a going 

concern and envisages constitution of an Implementation and Monitoring 

Committee ("IAMC") comprising representatives of the Resolution 

Applicant, the RP and the CoC. The said Committee shall oversee 

implementation of the Resolution Plan and supervise the affairs of the 

CD during the implementation period. Upon fulfilment of the obligations 

stipulated under the Resolution Plan, the SRA shall be entitled to 

reconstitute the Board of Directors and assume management and control 

of the CD in accordance with law. The indicative timelines for 

implementation of the Resolution Plan are reproduced hereinbelow: 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 17 of 50 

 
 
33. The RP has further certified that, pursuant to the Transaction Audit 

conducted during the CIRP, no transactions requiring initiation of 

proceedings under Sections 43, 45, 49, 50 or 66 of the IBC, 2016 were 

identified. The Transaction Auditor, in its report, has specifically 

concluded that no Preferential, Undervalued, Fraudulent or Extortionate 

(PUFE) transactions were found in respect of the CD. It has also been 

certified that the Resolution Plan contains adequate provisions for revival 

of the CD as a going concern, resolution of its working capital 

requirements, completion of ongoing projects, and maximisation of value 

of its assets. The RP has further recorded that the SRA possesses the 

requisite technical expertise, operational experience, managerial 

capability and financial resources necessary for effective implementation 

of the Resolution Plan. 
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34. The RP has certified compliance with Regulation 39 of the CIRP 

Regulations and has confirmed that the SRA has furnished the affidavit 

prescribed under Section 29A of the IBC, 2016. Upon verification of the 

documents placed on record, the RP has certified that the SRA is eligible 

to submit and implement the Resolution Plan and is not disqualified under 

Section 29A of the Code. 

 
35. Pursuant to approval of the Resolution Plan by the CoC, M/s 

Anantaa Engineering and Infrastructures Private Limited ("AEIPL"), 

having its registered office at Flat No. G-1, Harivillu Apartment, OU 

Colony, Rajendranagar, Manikonda, Puppalaguda, Rangareddy District, 

Telangana – 500089, was declared as the SRA. Consequently, a LoI 

dated 24.12.2025 was issued in its favour by the RP. In compliance with 

the terms of the RFRP, the SRA furnished the requisite Performance 

Security and requested adjustment of the Earnest Money Deposit already 

furnished towards the Performance Security requirement. 

 
36. The RP has placed on record the proposed funding arrangements 

for implementation of the Resolution Plan. It is stated that the Resolution 

Plan shall be funded through Performance Security of Rs.7.60 Crores 

furnished by the SRA, its own contribution of Rs.8 Crores, and financial 

assistance of Rs.73 Crores proposed to be raised pursuant to the 

commitment letter dated 16.04.2026 issued by RevX for subscription to 

senior secured, unlisted, redeemable, non-convertible debentures 

proposed to be issued by the SRA. The aforesaid funding structure 

formed part of the Resolution Plan considered by the CoC while 
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evaluating its feasibility and viability under Section 30(4) of the IBC, 2016. 

The RP has further certified that the SRA has furnished the requisite 

documents and commitments in support of the proposed funding 

arrangements and implementation obligations contemplated under the 

Resolution Plan. 

 
37. The Resolution Plan further provides for constitution of an IAMC for 

supervision and monitoring of implementation of the Resolution Plan. The 

Committee shall comprise the RP, one representative nominated by 

the SRA and one representative nominated by the CoC. The 

management and control of the CD shall vest in the IAMC during the 

implementation period and, upon successful completion of the 

obligations stipulated under the Resolution Plan, the management of the 

CD shall stand transferred to the SRA in accordance with the terms of 

the Resolution Plan. 

 
38. The RP has also filed Form-H Compliance Certificate certifying that 

the Resolution Plan complies with the requirements of Sections 30(1), 

30(2), 30(4) and 30(6) of the IBC, 2016 read with Regulations 37, 38 and 

39 of the CIRP Regulations. The RP has accordingly sought approval of 

the Resolution Plan under Section 31(1) of the Code together with such 

reliefs, concessions and exemptions as may be permissible in law for 

effective implementation of the Resolution Plan. 

 
39. During the hearing held on 04.02.2026, this AA observed that the 

application was not accompanied by the Net Worth Certificate of the SRA 

and that certain particulars relating to the Resolution Professional's fees 
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and CIRP expenses in Form-H required further clarification. Upon 

seeking time for rectification of the said deficiencies, the RP filed a Memo 

dated 05.02.2026, diary no.229 dated 06.02.2026, placing on record a 

revised Form-H Compliance Certificate, the Net Worth Certificate of the 

SRA, and the undertaking furnished by the SRA. The additional 

documents and clarifications have been taken on record and considered 

for the purpose of adjudication of the present application. The relevant 

parts of the revised Form H are reproduced below: 
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40. During the course of hearing on 17.02.2026, this AA sought certain 

clarifications from the RP with regard to (i) the assets proposed to be 

dealt with under the Resolution Plan, including assets jointly held by the 

CD and the Personal Guarantors (“PG”); (ii) reconciliation of the assets 

and liabilities of the CD as reflected in its audited financial statements vis-

à-vis the assets and liabilities considered during the CIRP; (iii) treatment 
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of claims, including claims arising from bank guarantees and contingent 

liabilities; (iv) the legal basis for inclusion of jointly held assets in the 

Resolution Plan; and (v) the source of funds and financial arrangements 

proposed for implementation of the Resolution Plan.  

 
41. Pursuant to the aforesaid directions, the RP filed a Memo dated 

07.03.2026, diary No.426 on 08.03.2026, placing on record, inter alia, (i) 

summaries of the valuation reports relating to the assets of the CD; (ii) 

reconciliation statements of assets appearing in the audited financial 

statements of the CD vis-à-vis the assets considered by the registered 

valuers; (iii) consent letters furnished by the concerned PGs; (iv) 

consolidated audited financial statements of the CD for the financial years 

2022-23 and 2023-24; (v) audited financial statements and net worth 

certificate of the SRA as on 31.03.2025; (vi) audited financial statements 

of M/s Sai Roshini Capital Private Limited as on 31.03.2025; and (vii) an 

additional comfort letter issued by RevX Special Credit Opportunities 

Fund-I in relation to the proposed funding arrangements under the 

Resolution Plan. The said documents and clarifications were taken on 

record and considered during adjudication of the present Application. 

 
42. The RP further submitted that the details relating to jointly held 

assets, treatment of claims, funding structure, implementation 

mechanism and financial capability of the SRA had been disclosed before 

the CoC during the CIRP and formed part of the material considered by 

the CoC while evaluating the feasibility and viability of the Resolution 

Plan under Section 30(4) of the IBC. 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 29 of 50 

 
43. During the hearing held on 11.03.2026, this AA considered the 

submissions advanced on behalf of the RP and the Authorised 

Representative of Canara Bank, a member of the CoC. Certain 

clarifications were sought with regard to (i) the inclusion and treatment of 

jointly held assets of the CD and the PGs under the Resolution Plan, 

including the manner of their consideration in the valuation exercise and 

bidding process; (ii) reconciliation of the assets of the CD as reflected in 

its audited financial statements vis-à-vis the assets considered in the 

valuation reports, including balances with Government authorities, 

earmarked balances, margin money deposits, and loans and advances; 

(iii) reconciliation of liabilities of the CD, including treatment of 

borrowings, bank guarantees, contingent liabilities, and claims of various 

creditors reflected in the audited financial statements; and (iv) the impact, 

if any, of pending proceedings before the Hon'ble High Court of 

Karnataka, the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, the Debts Recovery 

Tribunal (DRT) and other judicial fora on the claims admitted during the 

CIRP and the implementation of the Resolution Plan. The RP was 

accordingly directed to place on record the relevant reconciliations, 

supporting documents, legal submissions and clarifications regarding the 

aforesaid issues, including the source of funds and financial 

arrangements proposed for implementation of the Resolution Plan. The 

additional material and explanations subsequently furnished by the RP 

were taken on record and considered during adjudication of the present 

application. 
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44. During the hearing held on 08.04.2026, the Counsel appearing for 

the RP submitted that, pursuant to the observations contained in the 

order dated 11.03.2026, a detailed Memo dated 28.03.2026 had been 

filed placing on record clarifications and supporting documents 

concerning the issues raised by this AA. It was further submitted that the 

said Memo was circulated to the members of the CoC and that, 

thereafter, a Joint Lenders' Meeting (“JLM”) was convened on 

31.03.2026, the minutes whereof were forwarded to the RP and 

subsequently placed on record by way of a Supplementary Memo dated 

04.04.2026. The RP and the Authorised Representatives of the Financial 

Creditors submitted that further clarifications had been furnished with 

regard to, inter alia, the treatment of jointly held assets, reconciliation of 

assets and liabilities of the CD, valuation methodology adopted by the 

registered valuers, compliance with Regulation 6A of the CIRP 

Regulations, treatment of contingent claims and bank guarantee 

liabilities, funding arrangements proposed for implementation of the 

Resolution Plan, and the eligibility of the SRA under Section 29A of the 

Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016. 

 
45. It was further submitted that the information relating to the jointly 

held property had been disclosed in the Information Memorandum and 

made available to all PRAs during the CIRP. Additional material 

concerning the proposed funding arrangements, implementation 

framework, admitted claims, contingent liabilities, pending litigations, and 

compliance under the Code and the CIRP Regulations was also placed 

on record. The RP and the Authorised Representatives of the Financial 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 31 of 50 

Creditors reiterated that the Resolution Plan had been approved by the 

CoC after considering all relevant facts, valuation reports, admitted 

claims, pending litigations, feasibility, viability and implementation 

aspects of the Resolution Plan. The Memos dated 28.03.2026 and 

04.04.2026, together with the documents annexed thereto, the 

submissions advanced on behalf of the RP and the Financial Creditors, 

and the materials placed on record, were taken into consideration for 

adjudication of the present application. 

 
46. During the hearing held on 05.05.2026, the Counsel appearing for 

the RP submitted that, pursuant to the orders dated 11.03.2026 and 

08.04.2026, the RP had filed a Memo dated 29.04.2026 placing on record 

the Minutes of the 17th  Meeting of the CoC held on 22.04.2026, wherein 

the CoC considered the observations made by this AA together with the 

clarifications furnished through the Memos dated 28.03.2026 and 

04.04.2026 and reiterated its approval of the Resolution Plan after 

considering the issues relating to valuation, admitted claims, jointly held 

assets, source of funds, implementation framework and other aspects 

relevant to the feasibility and viability of the Resolution Plan. The RP 

further placed on record additional documents and clarifications 

concerning, inter alia, revocation of the One Time Settlement (“OTS”) 

arrangements entered into by certain Financial Creditors prior to 

commencement of CIRP, disclosure of jointly held assets in the IM and 

their consideration during the bidding process, treatment of liabilities 

arising from bank guarantees, funding arrangements proposed for 

implementation of the Resolution Plan, financial capability of the SRA, 
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and the nature of statutory liabilities reflected in the books of the CD. It 

was further submitted that the CoC, in its 17th Meeting, reaffirmed its 

satisfaction regarding the feasibility, viability and implementation 

capability of the Resolution Plan and the financial capacity of the SRA. 

During the course of hearing, certain further clarifications were sought 

with regard to the treatment of statutory dues, consistency of certain 

provisions of the Resolution Plan and the reliefs and concessions sought 

therein, whereupon the RP undertook to furnish the requisite 

clarifications and supporting documents, including an undertaking 

affidavit of the SRA affirming that implementation of the Resolution Plan 

was not contingent upon grant of the reliefs and concessions sought 

under the Resolution Plan. The Memo dated 29.04.2026, the additional 

documents filed on 05.05.2026, the Minutes of the 17th Meeting of the 

CoC and the submissions advanced on behalf of the RP and the 

Financial Creditors were taken on record and considered for adjudication 

of the present application. 

 
47. During the hearing held on 13.05.2026, the RP furnished further 

clarifications in respect of the observations made by this AA in its order 

dated 05.05.2026. It was submitted that the claims of Central Bank of 

India, DBS Bank India Limited and IDBI Bank had been admitted after 

due verification notwithstanding the position reflected in the audited 

financial statements regarding the OTS arrangements. With regard to the 

transparency of the bidding process, the RP submitted that all material 

information relating to the jointly held assets had been disclosed through 

the EM and RFRP and subsequent communications addressed to all the 
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PRAs. The RP further submitted, on instructions from the SRA, that in 

addition to the amounts provided under the Resolution Plan, statutory 

liabilities relating to Employees' State Insurance (ESI) amounting to 

Rs.3,47,186/- and Tax Deducted at Source (TDS) amounting to 

Rs.2,19,794/- would also be discharged and an appropriate affidavit 

would be furnished in that regard. It was also clarified that certain 

discrepancies in the index and cross-references of the Resolution Plan 

were merely typographical in nature and would not affect the substance 

of the Resolution Plan. The SRA further stated that the reliefs and 

concessions sought under Paragraph 8 of the Resolution Plan may not 

be considered for adjudication and that the Resolution Plan, independent 

of such reliefs and concessions, may be considered on its own merits. It 

was further clarified that any provisions contained in the Resolution Plan 

relating to subsidiary or step-down subsidiary companies of the CD may 

be ignored, such entities being separate juristic persons and not forming 

part of the present Corporate Insolvency Resolution Process. The 

submissions, clarifications and undertakings furnished by the RP and the 

SRA were taken on record and considered for adjudication of the present 

application, whereupon the matter was reserved for orders. 

II. ISSUES FRAMED FOR CONSIDERATION 

48. During the course of hearings, the following issues emerged for 

consideration of this AA: 

(i) Whether the joint assets of the CD and the PGs were 

included in the bidding process from the initial stages, and whether 
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the process was transparent and compliant with the IBC and CIRP 

Regulations; 

(ii) Whether the provisions in the Resolution Plan relating to 

subsidiary/step-down subsidiary companies are in accordance 

with law; 

(iii) Whether all the assets of the CD as on the CIRP 

commencement date have been considered by the Valuers in their 

Valuation Reports; 

(iv) Whether the Resolution Plan submitted by AEIPL complies 

with the mandatory requirements of Sections 30(1), 30(2) and 

31(1) of the IBC, read with Regulations 37, 38, and 39 of the CIRP 

Regulations; 

(v) Whether the Resolution Plan, having been approved by the 

CoC with requisite majority, deserves to be approved by this 

Adjudicating Authority. 

III. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Issue No. (i): Transparency and Compliance of the Bidding Process 

49. A question arose during consideration of the Resolution Plan 

regarding inclusion of certain joint assets of the CD and PGs (namely, 

the 1.23 acres of open land at Kakkalapalli Village, Anantapur District) 

were introduced mid-way into the Resolution Plan process, without being 

part of Form-G from the outset, thereby vitiating the transparency of the 

bidding process. 
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50. The IBC does not mandate that Form-G must contain exhaustive 

details of all assets, including assets of personal guarantors. Form-G is 

essentially an invitation for expression of interest and, by its very design, 

does not purport to be a complete disclosure of all assets. The IM, which 

was made available to all PRAs, mentioned the open land at Kakkalapalli 

Village, and AEIPL itself, as a PRA, sought clarification on this very land 

in its email dated 22.09.2025. This demonstrates that PRAs were aware 

of the joint asset situation and factored it into their plans. 

 
51. The record further reveals that, out of the total extent of 1.23 acres 

of land, 61.5 cents stands in the name of the CD, 41 cents stands in the 

name of Mrs. D. Aparna Reddy, and 20.5 cents stands in the name of Mr. 

Sridhar Reddy, who are the PGs of the CD. Thus, the aforesaid property 

is jointly held by the CD and the PGs, each having an undivided share 

therein. The CoC in its deliberations considered the issue in detail across 

multiple meetings (10th, 11th, 12th and 13th meetings) and ultimately 

resolved the matter to its satisfaction. The conduct of Personal 

Insolvency Resolution Process (PIRP) proceedings against the PGs is a 

separate and independent process under the IBC. The inclusion of the 

promoters' personal assets in the Resolution Plan — to the extent the 

CoC deemed it necessary — was done only after thorough deliberation 

and with the consent of the CoC. The CoC, being the commercial wisdom 

body entrusted by the IBC to evaluate and approve Resolution Plans, has 

consciously accepted the Resolution Plan with full knowledge of the 

status of these assets. 
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52. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in CoC of Essar Steel India Limited 

v. Satish Kumar Gupta (2020) 8 SCC 531 has categorically held that 

the commercial wisdom of the CoC must be given paramount importance 

and cannot be interfered with by the Adjudicating Authority unless there 

is a clear violation of law. The decision of the CoC to approve the 

Resolution Plan with the assets as presented — having discussed the 

issue of joint assets at length — reflects its commercial wisdom and is 

entitled to deference. 

 
53. Further, during the course of hearing dated 08.04.2026 before this 

AA, confirmed that the CoC of PIRP of PGs consented with 100% voting 

share for inclusion of joint property in the CIRP of the CD and for the 

distribution mechanism proposed in the Resolution Plan. This consent of 

the PIRP CoC removes any residual concern about transparency. I find 

no basis to hold that the bidding process was non-transparent or legally 

flawed. 

 
Issue No. (ii): Provisions Relating to Subsidiary/Step-Down 

Subsidiary Companies: 

 
54. A further issue requiring examination pertains to certain 

references made in the Resolution Plan concerning subsidiary and step-

down subsidiary entities. 

 
55. I note that during the course of hearing dated 13.05.2026, the RP, 

on instructions from the SRA, clearly conceded before this AA that 

anything related to subsidiary/step-down subsidiary companies cannot 
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be provided in the Resolution Plan, and agreed that all provisions related 

to these companies be ignored and that the Resolution Plan, excluding 

these contents, may be considered for adjudication. The SRA itself has 

thus abandoned and surrendered the claims relating to subsidiary/step-

down subsidiary companies. 

 
56. The limited question, therefore, is whether this voluntary exclusion 

by the SRA — with the concurrence of the RP — necessitates rejection 

of the entire Resolution Plan. I answer this question in the negative. The 

IBC does not contemplate rejection of a Resolution Plan merely because 

it contains certain provisions that are unenforceable or beyond scope, if 

such provisions can be severed without affecting the viability and 

feasibility of the Plan as a whole. The core of the Resolution Plan — being 

the payment of Rs.76 crores to all creditors in the manner stipulated — 

remains intact and is not affected by the exclusion of provisions relating 

to subsidiaries. This AA is entitled to approve the Resolution Plan subject 

to the understanding that the provisions relating to subsidiary/step-down 

subsidiary companies shall stand excluded, be unenforceable, and be of 

no effect. The SRA has already accepted this position. 

ISSUE NO. (III): VALUATION OF ASSETS 

57. Another aspect considered relates to the valuation exercise 

undertaken during CIRP and whether all assets forming part of the CD's 

estate were duly considered by the Registered Valuers in their Valuation 

Reports. I note that the RP appointed two sets of Registered Valuers — 

M/s Inntech Global Valuers and M/s Pro Valuer (OPC) Private Limited 

— who submitted their Valuation Reports in sealed covers, which were 
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opened in the presence of CoC members. The average fair value of the 

assets as per the two valuations has been duly considered. The 

liquidation value as certified by the valuers is marginally below the 

Resolution Plan amount of Rs.76 crores, thereby satisfying the 

requirement under Section 30(2)(b) of the IBC. 

 
58. As regards the question of certain items — such as the Rs.8 crore 

deposited by KGEPL — the RP has clarified that pursuant to the DRT 

Order dated 06.08.2025 in IA No. 1949/2025, the amount has been 

transferred back to KGEPL and is no longer part of the CD's estate. This 

has been duly factored into the proceedings. The concern raised does 

not, in my considered view, rise to a level that would warrant rejection of 

an otherwise compliant Resolution Plan. These are matters that the CoC 

has examined and resolved, and it is not open to this Adjudicating 

Authority to sit in appeal over the commercial decisions of the CoC on 

such factual matters. 

 

Issue No. (iv): Compliance with Mandatory Requirements of IBC and 

CIRP Regulations 

59. Section 30(2) of the IBC mandates that a Resolution Plan shall 

provide for: 

(a)  payment of insolvency resolution process costs in priority 

to all other debts; 

(b)  payment to operational creditors not being less than the 

amount payable to them in liquidation; 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 39 of 50 

(c)   payment to financial creditors not being less than the 

amount payable under Section 53 in liquidation; 

(d)   management of the affairs of the CD after approval; and (e) 

the implementation and supervision of the Resolution Plan. 

 

60. I am satisfied that the Resolution Plan of AEIPL meets all the 

above mandatory requirements. The payment schedule as approved by 

the CoC provides for: 

 
(a)  CIRP Expenses of Rs.1,63,00,000/- to be paid within 45 

days of this Adjudicating Authority's order; 

(b) Operational Creditors (Employees/Workmen) — 

Rs.1,63,00,000/-; 

(c)  Operational Creditors (Suppliers) — Rs.70,00,000/-; 

(d)  Operational Creditors (Statutory) — Rs.32,76,918/-; 

(e)  Financial Creditors — Rs.1,34,23,082/- upfront (within 45 

days) and Rs.64,00,00,000/- deferred (at the end of 90 days); and 

(f)  Total Plan Amount — Rs.76,00,00,000/-. 

 

61. The RP has confirmed in Form-H under Regulation 39(4) of the 

CIRP Regulations that the Resolution Plan is in compliance with Section 

30 of the IBC, read with Regulations 37, 38, and 39 of the CIRP 

Regulations. The SRA is not ineligible under Section 29A of the IBC, as 

confirmed by the RP through the Affidavit under Section 29A. The SRA 

has also furnished an Affidavit confirming that over and above the 

amounts in the Resolution Plan, the SRA will additionally pay 
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Rs.3,47,186/- related to ESI liabilities and Rs.2,19,794/- related to 

income tax (TDS) liabilities. 

 
62. The SRA has complied with the security requirements by paying 

the EMD of Rs.1,00,00,000/- (One Crore) at the time of EoI submission 

and a Balance Payment of Rs.6,60,00,000/- (Six Crore Sixty Lakhs) 

towards the Performance Bank Guarantee (10% of the Plan amount i.e., 

Rs.7.60 crores), as confirmed by the letter dated 27.12.2025. The 

conditions precedent for approval are thus fulfilled. 

Issue No. (v): Whether the Resolution Plan Deserves Approval 

63. The jurisdiction of this AA while considering approval of a 

Resolution Plan under Sections 30 and 31 of the Code is limited to 

examining whether the Resolution Plan complies with the requirements 

stipulated under Section 30(2) of the Code, Regulation 38 of the CIRP 

Regulations and other applicable provisions of law. This Adjudicating 

Authority is not required to undertake a roving inquiry into the commercial 

merits of the approved Resolution Plan or re-evaluate the feasibility and 

viability assessment undertaken by the CoC. It neither sits in appeal over 

the commercial decisions of the CoC nor can it undertake a quantitative 

or qualitative assessment of the decision taken by the CoC. Once 

compliance is established and the commercial wisdom of the CoC has 

been exercised in accordance with law, judicial review remains confined 

to the parameters laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in K. 

Sashidhar v. Indian Overseas Bank, Committee of Creditors of 

Essar Steel India Ltd. v. Satish Kumar Gupta, Maharashtra Seamless 

Ltd. v. Padmanabhan Venkatesh and subsequent judgments. 
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64. In Maharashtra Seamless Ltd. v. Padmanabhan Venkatesh 

(2020) 11 SCC 467, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that the 

Adjudicating Authority cannot interfere with the commercial wisdom of the 

CoC even if a better option was available, as long as the approved Plan 

meets the minimum requirements under Section 30(2) of the IBC. In K 

Sashidhar v. Indian Overseas Bank & Others (in Civil Appeal 

No.10673/2018 decided on 05.02.2019) the Hon’ble Apex Court held 

that if the CoC had approved the Resolution Plan by requisite percent of 

voting share, then as per section 30(6) of the Code, it is imperative for 

the Resolution Professional to submit the same to the Adjudicating 

Authority (NCLT). On receipt of such a proposal, the Adjudicating 

Authority is required to satisfy itself that the Resolution Plan, as approved 

by CoC, meets the requirements specified in Section 30(2). The Hon’ble 

Court observed that the role of the NCLT is ‘no more and no less’. The 

Hon’ble Court further held that the discretion of the Adjudicating Authority 

is circumscribed by Section 31 and is limited to scrutiny of the Resolution 

Plan “as approved” by the requisite percent of voting share of financial 

creditors. Even in that enquiry, the grounds on which the Adjudicating 

Authority can reject the Resolution Plan is in reference to matters 

specified in Section 30(2) when the Resolution Plan does not conform to 

the stated requirements.   

 
65. In CoC of Essar Steel (Civil Appeal No.8766-67 of 2019 

decided on 15.11.2019) the Hon’ble Apex Court clearly laid down that 

the Adjudicating Authority would not have power to modify the Resolution 
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Plan which the CoC in their commercial wisdom have approved. In para 

42 Hon’ble Court observed as under: 

“Thus, it is clear that the limited judicial review available, 
which can in no circumstance trespass upon a business 
decision of the majority of the Committee of Creditors, 
has to be within the four corners of section 30(2) of the 
Code, insofar as the Adjudicating Authority is concerned, 
and section 32 read with section 61(3) of the Code, 
insofar as the Appellate Tribunal is concerned, the 
parameters of such review having been clearly laid down 
in K. Sashidhar (supra).” 
 
 

66. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, in the recent ruling in re 

Vallal RCK vs M/s Siva Industries and Holdings Limited & Ors, has 

held as under:- 

"21. This Court has consistently held that the commercial 
wisdom of the CoC has been given paramount status 
without any judicial intervention for ensuring completion 
of the stated processes within the timelines prescribed 
by the IBC. It has been held that there is an intrinsic 
assumption, that financial creditors are fully informed 
about the viability of the corporate debtor and feasibility 
of the proposed resolution plan. They act on the basis of 
thorough examination of the proposed resolution plan 
and assessment made by their team of experts. A 
reference in this respect could be made to the judgments 
of this Court in the cases of K. Sashidhar v. Indian 
Overseas Bank and Others, Committee of Creditors of 
Essar Steel India Limited through Authorised Signatory 
v. Satish Kumar Gupta and Others, Maharashtra 
Seamless Limited Padmanabhan Venkatesh and 
Others, Kalpraj Dharamshi and Another v. Kotak 
Investment Advisors Limited and Another, and Jaypee 
Kensington Boulevard Apartments Welfare Association 
and Others v. NBCC (India) Limited and Others.  
 
27.  This Court has, time and again, emphasized 
the need for minimal judicial interference by the NCLAT 
and NCLT in the framework of IBC. We may refer to the 
recent observation of this Court made in the case of Arun 
Kumar Jagatramka v. Jindal Steel and Power Limited 
and Another: 
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"95.....However, we do take this opportunity to offer 
a note of caution for NCLT and NCLAT, functioning 
as the adjudicatory authority and appellate 
authority under the IBC respectively, from judicially 
interfering in the framework envisaged under the 
IBC. As we have noted earlier in the judgment, the 
IBC was introduced in order to overhaul the 
insolvency and bankruptcy regime in India. As 
such, it is a carefully considered and well thought 
out piece of legislation which sought to shed away 
the practices of the past. The legislature has also 
been working hard to ensure that the efficacy of this 
legislation remains robust by constantly amending 
it based on its experience. Consequently, the need 
for judicial intervention or innovation from NCLT 
and NCLAT should be kept at its bare minimum and 
should not disturb the foundational principles of the 
IBC....." 

 
 
67. The CoC, after extensive deliberations across 17 meetings 

spanning several months, approved the Resolution Plan of AEIPL with 

81.52% voting share, significantly exceeding the mandatory threshold of 

66%. The CoC examined the eligibility, financial capacity, and technical 

competence of AEIPL, reviewed the valuation reports, considered the 

concerns raised by the Resolution Applicants including the issue of joint 

assets, and made an informed commercial decision. AEIPL is already a 

sub-contractor in running projects of the CD, which demonstrates 

operational familiarity and lends credibility to the implementation 

prospects of the Resolution Plan. 

 
68. The Resolution Plan amount of Rs.76 crores, while providing only 

marginal recovery to the Financial Creditors (given the enormity of the 

outstanding debt of Rs.1,71,95,15,717/-), is higher than the liquidation 

value, thereby satisfying the minimum statutory requirement. The choice 

is between resolution and liquidation. Liquidation would result in the 
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dismemberment of a going concern, loss of employment, and an even 

lower recovery to creditors. The IBC, being a beneficial legislation, 

prioritizes resolution over liquidation wherever possible. The CoC has 

consciously chosen resolution — and its commercial wisdom in doing so 

is entitled to judicial deference. The approved Resolution Plan provides 

a value higher than liquidation value and preserves the CD as a going 

concern. The Plan balances the interests of all stakeholders as mandated 

under Section 30(2) and Regulation 38. No material illegality, procedural 

irregularity or statutory non-compliance has been demonstrated 

warranting rejection of the Plan. 

 
69. In Jaypee Kensington Boulevard Apartments Welfare 

Association v. NBCC (India) Ltd., the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held 

that the resolution process is a collective process aimed at revival of the 

CD as a going concern, and that differential treatment of stakeholders is 

permissible so long as it conforms to the framework of the Code, which 

condition stands satisfied in the present case. 

 
70. I am also conscious of the significant time already consumed in 

the CIRP — the CD was admitted into CIRP on 27.09.2024 and the CIRP 

period has been extensively extended from time to time. Any further delay 

or rejection of the Resolution Plan is likely to lead to liquidation of the CD 

with inevitably adverse consequences for all stakeholders. The objective 

of the IBC — maximisation of value of assets and promotion of 

entrepreneurship — is best served by approving a commercially viable 

Resolution Plan. 
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71. Upon approval of the Resolution Plan, the provisions of Section 

32A of the IBC, 2016 shall operate in accordance with law. However, 

such protection shall be available only to the CD and shall not 

automatically extend to any entity not forming part of the CIRP, including 

subsidiaries, step-down subsidiaries or third parties, except to the extent 

specifically permissible under law. 

 
IV. ON RELIEFS AND CONCESSIONS SOUGHT IN THE 

RESOLUTION PLAN: 

 
72. The SRA has sought certain statutory reliefs and concessions as 

set out in pages 60-67 and 80-86 (Annexure-A31) of the Resolution Plan, 

including reliefs relating to bank guarantees and other obligations of the 

CD. The RP and the AR of Canara Bank have submitted during the 

course of hearing on 05.05.2026 that all the banks would meet all 

liabilities arising out of any bank guarantee(s) issued by them, 

irrespective of any clause in the Resolution Plan, and sought this to be 

recorded in the Order. 

 
73. It is noted that, pursuant to the observations made during the 

course of hearing, the RP has filed a Memo vide Diary No. 500 dated 

13.05.2026 placing on record an undertaking/affidavit furnished by the 

SRA stating that it is not seeking adjudication or grant of the reliefs, 

waivers, concessions and exemptions contained in the Resolution Plan 

and that the Resolution Plan may be considered independently thereof. 

In view of the said undertaking, no adjudication is called for in respect of 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 46 of 50 

the reliefs, waivers, concessions and exemptions referred to in the 

Resolution Plan and the same shall be treated as not pressed. 

Accordingly, approval of the Resolution Plan under Section 31(1) of the 

Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 shall not be construed as grant 

of any relief, waiver, concession or exemption not otherwise available in 

law. 

 
74. Therefore, the resolution plan, when tested on the touch stone of 

the aforesaid facts and the rulings, I am of the view that the instant 

resolution plan satisfies the requirements of Section 30 (2) of the Code 

and Regulations 37, 38 (including Regulation 38 (1A)) and 39 (4) of the 

Regulations. I also find that the Resolution Applicant is eligible to submit 

the Resolution Plan under Section 29A of the Code. 

 
75. Upon careful consideration of the Resolution Plan, the 

Compliance Certificate in Form-H submitted by the RP, the records of the 

CoC, the valuation reports, the pleadings and submissions advanced by 

all stakeholders, I am of the considered view that: 

(i) The Resolution Plan submitted by M/s Anantaa Engineering 

and Infrastructures Private Limited (AEIPL) has been approved by 

the CoC with 81.52% voting share, which is in compliance with 

Section 30(4) of the IBC, 2016; 

 
(ii) The Resolution Plan satisfies the requirements prescribed 

under Section 30(2) of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 

and is compliant with Regulations 37, 38 and 39 of the IBBI 
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(Insolvency Resolution Process for Corporate Persons) 

Regulations, 2016; 

 
(iii) The SRA is not ineligible under Section 29A of the Code and 

has furnished all requisite affidavits, undertakings and 

performance security in accordance with law; 

 
(iv) The Resolution Plan provides for payment of CIRP Costs in 

priority, provides for treatment of Operational Creditors and 

Financial Creditors in accordance with the Code, contains 

provisions regarding management of the affairs of the CD after 

approval, and incorporates an implementation and monitoring 

mechanism; 

 
(v) No material contravention of the provisions of the IBC, 2016 or 

the Regulations framed thereunder has been demonstrated 

warranting rejection of the Resolution Plan; 

 
(vi) The scope of judicial review vested in this AA under Sections 

30 and 31 of the Code is limited to examining whether the 

Resolution Plan satisfies the requirements of Section 30(2) of the 

Code. This AA neither sits in appeal over the commercial decision 

of the CoC nor possesses jurisdiction to undertake a re-evaluation 

of the commercial merits, feasibility or viability of the Resolution 

Plan. The commercial wisdom exercised by the CoC in approving 

the Resolution Plan falls within its exclusive domain and does not 

call for judicial interference in view of the law laid down by the 
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Hon'ble Supreme Court in K. Sashidhar v. Indian Overseas 

Bank, Committee of Creditors of Essar Steel India Limited v. 

Satish Kumar Gupta and Maharashtra Seamless Limited v. 

Padmanabhan Venkatesh; 

 
(vii) The Resolution Plan promotes the objectives of the Code by 

ensuring resolution of the CD as a going concern, maximisation of 

value of assets and balancing the interests of all stakeholders. 

ORDER 

 
76. Consequently, and in exercise of powers conferred under 

Sections 30(6), 31(1) and other applicable provisions of the Insolvency 

and Bankruptcy Code, 2016, the Resolution Plan submitted by M/s 

Anantaa Engineering and Infrastructures Private Limited (AEIPL) and 

approved by the CoC on 26.12.2025 with 81.52% voting share is hereby 

APPROVED, subject to the following directions: 

 
(i) All provisions contained in the Resolution Plan concerning 

subsidiary companies, step-down subsidiary companies or 

any entity not forming part of the CIRP of the CD shall stand 

excluded from consideration and shall not confer any right, 

immunity, benefit or protection under this Order. 

 
(ii) The provisions of Section 32A of the IBC, 2016 shall operate 

strictly in accordance with law and only to the extent 

permissible thereunder. 
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(iii) The undertaking recorded on behalf of the Financial Creditor 

Banks regarding liabilities arising out of bank guarantees shall 

remain binding upon the concerned banks in accordance with 

law. 

 
(iv) The approved Resolution Plan shall be binding on the CD, its 

employees, members, creditors, guarantors, Central 

Government, State Government, local authorities and all other 

stakeholders in terms of Section 31(1) of the Code. 

 
(v) The moratorium imposed under Section 14 of the IBC, 2016 

shall cease to have effect from the date of this Order. 

 
(vi) The implementation timelines stipulated under the Resolution 

Plan, as extracted at paragraph 32 of this Order, shall 

commence from the expiry of 45 days from the date of receipt 

of this Order. 

 
(vii) The RP/ Monitoring Committee shall file periodic status 

reports, preferably on a quarterly basis, before this AA until full 

implementation of the Resolution Plan. 

 
(viii) The RP shall forward all records relating to the CIRP and the 

approved Resolution Plan to the Insolvency and Bankruptcy 

Board of India (IBBI) along with a copy of this Order. 

 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



Page 50 of 50 

(ix) Liberty is granted to the parties to move appropriate 

applications, if required, in connection with the implementation 

of the Resolution Plan. 

 
(x) The Registry is directed to communicate this Order to the 

Resolution Professional, the CoC, the SRA, the Registrar of 

Companies (RoC), Vijayawada, and all relevant stakeholders, 

and to issue a certified copy, if applied for. 

 
77. IA (IBC)/(PLAN)/2/2026 stands allowed and disposed of 

accordingly. 

 

 

    Sd/- 

(KISHORE VEMULAPALLI) 
MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

 
 
 

R Swamy Naidu 
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IN THE NATIONAL COMPANY LAW TRIBUNAL 

AMARAVATI BENCH AT MANGALAGIRI 

(Exercising powers of Adjudicating Authority under  

The Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016)  

 

IA (IBC)/(PLAN)/2/2026 in 

CP (IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 
 

Application under Section 30(6) of 

the Insolvency and Bankruptcy 

Code, 2016 read with Regulation 

39(4) of the IBBI (Insolvency 

Resolution Process for Corporate 

Persons) Regulations, 2016 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
 

Naga Bhushan Bhagawati 

Resolution Professional 

ASR Engineering and Projects Limited 

IBBI/IPA-001/IP-P00032/2016-17/10085 

1-1-380/38, Ashok Nagar Extension 

Hyderabad-500020.                

                                               …….Applicant/ Resolution Professional 

 

ORDER DELIVERED ON  22.06.2026 

 

CORAM: HON’BLE SHRI KISHORE VEMULAPALLI, MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

HON’BLE SHRI UMESH KUMAR SHUKLA, MEMBER (TECHNICAL) 

 

PARTIES/ COUNSELS APPEARANCE: 
 

For the Applicant/RP  : Mr. Naga Bushan Bhagavati along with Mr. P. 

Ramesh Babu, Advocate. 

Canara Bank               : Ms. P. Malini, DGM, Canara Bank  

ORDER 

PER: UMESH KUMAR SHUKLA, MEMBER (TECHNICAL) 

 The present Interlocutory Application bearing IA (IBC)(Plan)/2/2026 

(hereinafter referred to as the “IA 2/2026” or “IA”) has been filed vide 

Diary No.30 dated 06.01.2026, by Naga Bhushan Bhagawati, Resolution 

Professional (hereinafter referred to as the “Applicant” or “RP”) of the 
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ASR Engineering and Projects Limited (hereinafter referred to as the 

“Corporate Debtor” or “ASREPL”) under Section 30(6) of the Insolvency 

and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the “IBC” or 

“Code”) read with Regulation 39(4) of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy 

Board of India (Insolvency Resolution Process for Corporate Persons) 

Regulations, 2016 (hereinafter referred to as the “CIRP Regulations”) 

with the following prayers: 

a. Allow the present application; 

b. Pass an order/ orders approving the Successful Resolution Plan, 

submitted on 26.08.2025 read along with Revised Resolution Plan 

dated 15.11.2025 and clarifications letter dated 17.11.2025 

(hereinafter collectively referred to as the “Resolution Plan”) by 

Anantaa Engineering and Infrastructures Private Limited (hereinafter 

referred to as the “SRA” or “AEIPL”) under section 31(1) of the IBC in 

the interest of the revival of the Corporate Debtor and declare that the 

same shall be binding on the Corporate Debtor and its employees, 

members, creditors including the Central Government, any State 

Government or any other local authority to whom a debt in respect of 

the payment of dues arising under any law for the time being in force, 

such as authorities to whom statutory dues are owed, guarantors and 

other stakeholders involved in the Resolution Plan. 

c. Consider passing necessary directions for grant of reliefs and 

concessions sought by the SRA, as set out in page numbers 60-67 

and 80-86 (Annexure-A31) of the Resolution Plan, if deemed 

appropriate. 
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d. Pass such other order(s) as this Adjudicating Authority may deem fit 

and proper in the facts and circumstances of the case and in the 

interest of the justice. 

FACTS OF THE CASE: 

2. The facts of the case as per the IA along with its Annexures, are 

summarized below: 

(i) This Adjudicating Authority vide its Order dated 27.09.20241, which 

is stated to have been received by the RP on 03.10.2024, allowed 

the Company Petition bearing no. CP(IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 

(hereinafter referred to as the “Petition” or “CP 35/2022”), filed by 

the Central Bank of India (hereinafter referred to as the “CBI”) under 

Section 7 of the IBC admitting the Corporate Debtor into the 

Corporate Insolvency Resolution Process (hereinafter referred to as 

the “CIRP”) and appointed the Applicant as the Interim Resolution 

Professional (hereinafter referred to as the “IRP”). The IRP 

published Form A in newspapers, namely, ‘Financial Express’ 

(English) and ‘Mana Telangana’ & ‘Prajasakti’ (Telugu) on 

04.10.2024 inviting claims from the stakeholders.  

(ii) The Hon’ble National Company Law Appellate Tribunal, Chennai 

Bench (hereinafter referred to as the “NCLAT”) vide its Order dated 

22.10.2024 in Company Appeal (AT) (CH) (Ins.) No.373 of 2024 & 

 
1 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 27.09.2024 has been annexed as Annexure-A1 of the IA. 
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IA No.1021 of 2024, stayed the CIRP proceedings, which was 

vacated subsequently vide Order dated 28.01.20252. 

Extension of the CIRP Period 

(iii) This Adjudicating Authority allowed the extension/ exclusion of the 

CIRP period from time to time, as shown in table below: 

IA No. Extension/ exclusion sought and allowed Remarks 

Days From To Order Date  

59/2025 105 22.10.2024 04.02.2025 28.02.20253 Exclusion 

191/2025 90 10.07.2025 08.10.2025 22.07.20254 Extension 

314/2025 60 09.10.2025 07.12.2025 08.10.20255 Extension 

410/2025 30 08.12.2025 06.01.2026 09.12.20256 Extension 

Committee of Creditors 

(iv) The IRP after collation/ verification, admitted the claims of four 

Financial Creditors and filed  IA (IBC)/48/2025 to take on record the 

constitution of the Committee of Creditors (hereinafter referred to as 

the “CoC”) as on 05.02.2025, which is as below: 

 

The aforesaid IA was allowed by this Adjudicating Authority vide 

Order dated 14.02.2025.  

 
2 Copy of the NCLAT Orders dated 22.10.2024 and 28.01.2025 have been annexed as annexed as Annexure-

A2 (colly.) of the IA. 

3 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 28.02.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A5 of the IA 

4 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 22.07.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A6 of the IA 

5 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 08.10.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A7 of the IA. 

6 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 09.12.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A8 of the IA. 
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(v) Subsequently, the IRP admitted the additional claim of Canara Bank 

and filed  IA(IBC)/191/2025 to take on record the reconstitution of 

the CoC as on 16.06.2025, which is as below: 

 

The aforesaid IA was allowed by this Adjudicating Authority vide 

Order dated 22.07.2025.  

(vi) Thereafter, the IRP reduced the admitted claim of CBI & IDBI Bank, 

and reconstituted the CoC as below: 

(Amount in Rs.) 

S. 

N. 

Name of the 

Creditor 

Claims 

Submitted 

Claims 

Admitted 

Claims 

Rejected 

Contingen

t Claim 

Voting 

% 

1. Canara Bank 5725314735 5725314735 - - 37.40 

 Canara Bank – 

Corporate 

Guarantee 

706324758 706324758 - 

2. Central Bank of 

India 

4392694008 4392694008 - - 25.55 

 Central Bank of 

India – Bank 

Guarantee* 

7083167 1 - 7083166 

3 DBS Bank India 3193135063 3193135063 - - 18.57 

4. IDBI Bank 3255418613 3177688613 77730000 - 18.48 

 Total 17279970344 17195157178 77730000 7083166 100.00 

* The claim submitted by CBI is based on a Bank Guarantee whose invocation has been 

stayed by Hon'ble High Court of Karnataka in WP No. 9627/2021. Hence, it is a 

contingent and unliquidated claim. In light of the pending matter before High Court of 

Karnataka, RP admitted the claim for a notional amount of Rs.1 and recorded the claim 

as a Contingent Liability. 
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However, no IA was filed before this Adjudicating Authority for taking on 

record the reconstitution of the CoC. 

Valuation of Assets 

(i) The RP, vide its letter dated 12.02.2025 appointed M/s Inntech 

Global Valuers for valuation of Land & Buildings, Plant & Machinery, 

and Securities & Financial Assets, which submitted its Valuation 

Report dated 02.05.2025. The RP vide its letter dated 12.02.2025, 

also appointed M/s. Pro Valuer (OPC) Private Limited, Mr. G. 

Prabhakar Rao and Mr. G. Koteswara Rao for valuation of Land & 

Buildings, Plant & Machinery and Securities & Financial Assets 

respectively, which submitted their Valuation Reports dated  

30.04.2025, 30.04.2025 and 01.05.2025 respectively. In the 9th 

meeting of the CoC held on 01.09.2025, the RP apprised the 

members of the CoC that the Registered Valuers submitted their 

Reports in sealed covers, which were opened in the presence of 

CoC members and the RP read out the figures of the Valuation 

Reports.  

Transaction Audit 

(ii) The RP vide its letter dated 15.02.2025, in order to assist him in 

determining the transactions falling under Sections 43, 45, 49 and 

66 of the IBC, appointed the Transaction Auditor, namely, M/s 

PVRM and Associates, which submitted the Transaction Audit 

Report7 dated 29.04.2025.  

 
7 Copy of the Transaction Audit Report has been annexed as Annexure-A11 of the IA. 
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Meetings of the CoC 

(iii) In the 1st meeting of the CoC held on 11.02.2025, the IRP was 

confirmed as the RP with 100% voting8, which was also confirmed 

by this Adjudicating Authority vide its Order dated 28.02.20259 in IA 

No. 64/2025. 

(iv) The CoC in its 2nd meeting held on 05.03.202510 approved the 

eligibility criteria for the Prospective Resolution Applicants 

(hereinafter referred to as the “PRAs”) and publication of Form-G 

inviting Expression of Interest (hereinafter referred to as the “EoI”) 

from the PRAs and passed the following resolution with voting share 

of 80.36% of the CoC:  

 

 
8 Copy of the Minutes of the 1st Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A3 of the IA. 

9 Copy of this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 28.02.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A4 of the IA. 

10 Copy of the Minutes of the 2nd Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A9 of the IA. 
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(v) In response to the publication of Form-G in the newspapers on 

13.03.2025, 18 PRAs submitted EoI on or before the due date of 

28.03.2025. After scrutiny, the RP on 22.04.2025, published the 

final list of PRAs as under: 

 

(vi) In the 3rd meeting of the CoC held on 15.04.202511, the RP apprised 

that the Information Memorandum (hereinafter referred to as the 

“IM”) was submitted to the members of the CoC in electronic form. 

Subsequently, the IM was prepared on 28.04.2025, which was 

subsequently revised on 12.11.202512.  

(vii) The CoC in its 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th meeting held on 15.04.2025, 

21.04.202513, 06.05.202514 and 13.05.202515 respectively, 

discussed the Request for Resolution Plan (hereinafter referred to 

as the “RFRP”) and Evaluation Matrix (hereinafter referred to as the 

 
11 Copy of the Minutes of the 3rd Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A12 of the IA. 

12 Copy of the Revised Information Memorandum dated 12.11.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A9 of 
the IA. 

13 Copy of the Minutes of the 4th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A13 of the IA. 

14 Copy of the Minutes of the 5th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A14 of the IA. 

15 Copy of the Minutes of the 6th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A15 of the IA. 
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“EM”) and thereafter in its 7th meeting held on 21.05.202516 

approved the same with the last date for submission of Resolution 

Plan on or before 03.07.2025 and passed the following resolution 

with 81.16% voting percentage: 

 

 

 
16 Copy of the Minutes of the 7th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A16 of the IA. 
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(viii) In the 8th meeting of the CoC held on 19.06.202517, the RP informed 

that the signed minutes of the 7th CoC meeting were circulated to 

the members of the CoC on 22.05.2025 and the Voting window was 

closed on 03.06.2025. As such, the RFRP, EM and IM were issued 

to the PRAs on 06.06.2025 and accordingly, the last date for 

submission of Resolution Plan by the PRAs stands at 06.07.2025. 

The CoC took note of the same. 

(ix) The RP mailed the Circular Resolution on 01.07.2025 seeking the 

approval of the CoC to extend the time for submission of the 

Resolution Plan by 30 days from the expiry of 06.07.2025 till 

05.08.2025, which is stated to have been passed by the Canara 

Bank, CBI and DBS Bank with a total voting share of 81.16%. 

Thereafter, the RP again mailed Circular Resolution dated 

31.07.2025 seeking approval of the CoC to extend the time for 

submission of the Resolution Plan from the expiry of 05.08.2025 till 

26.08.2025, which is stated to have been passed with 100% voting 

by all the members of the CoC. The CoC in its 9th meeting held on 

01.09.202518 took note of the above and ratified the Circular 

Resolutions approved. 

(x) In response to the RFRP, two PRAs, namely, Vensar Constructions 

Company Limited (hereinafter referred to as the “VCCL”) and 

AEIPL submitted the Resolution Plans. In the 9th meeting of the CoC 

held on 01.09.2025, the sealed envelopes containing the Resolution 

 
17 Copy of the Minutes of the 8th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A17 of the IA. 

18 Copy of the Minutes of the 9th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A18 of the IA. 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



NCLT Amaravati Bench 

Page 11 of 76 

 

Plans were opened in the presence of the respective Resolution 

Applicants, according to which the Plan amount of VCCL and AEIPL 

were Rs.28 crores and Rs.,41,99,34,931/- respectively. 

(xi) In the 10th meeting of the CoC held on 11.09.202519, the RP 

presented salient features and compliance of the Resolution Plans 

with the provisions of the Code, CIRP Regulations and RFRP. In 

the meeting, it was informed by the RP that the VCCL had sent a 

mail expressing their inability to attend the meeting. However, the 

discussion took place with the representatives of AEIPL in the 

meeting, wherein the members of the CoC made certain 

observations and representatives of the AEIPL inter alia sought 

clarification regarding handing over of open land of 1.23 Acre 

located at Kakkalapalli Village, Anantapur District jointly held by the 

Corporate Debtor and the Personal Guarantor. Thereafter, the 

AEIPL vide its email dated 22.09.202520 sought certain 

clarifications.  

(xii) In the 11th meeting of the CoC held on 25.09.202521, the members 

of the CoC informed the representative of VCCL that the Plan 

amount is too low and without any significant increase in the Plan 

amount, the CoC members do not see any point in discussing about 

other aspects of the Resolution Plan. However, the representatives 

of AEIPL informed that they want the common properties and need 

 
19 Copy of the Minutes of the 10th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A20 of the IA. 

20 Copy of email is not available with the IA. 

21 Copy of the Revised Minutes of the 11th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A21 of the IA. 
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clarity on the demarcation of the land and requested the lenders to 

interact with the promoters on the common properties and apprise 

them in order to take a decision on the same. 

(xiii) In the 12th meeting of the CoC held on 24.10.202522, it was 

observed that due to family emergency of the authorized person, 

the AEIPL had requested to reschedule the meeting to 29.10.2025 

and the VCCL had not made any communication till date. 

(xiv) In the 13th meeting of the CoC held on 04.11.202523, the RP 

informed that the representative of VCCL had informed over phone 

that there will be not any further improvement in their offer & hence 

expressed their inability to attend meeting and the representatives 

of AEIPL were willing to increase the amount to Rs.55 crore 

including the collateral assets of the Promoters and agreed to 

submit the revised resolution plan by 10.11.2025. The RP also 

informed that the clarifications sought vide email dated 04.11.2025 

by the AEIPL were provided by the RP vide email dated 13.10.2025.  

and further clarifications sought vide email dated 04.11.2025 by the 

AEIPL were placed before the CoC for discussion and decision, 

which are summarised below: 

 
22 Copy of the Minutes of the 12th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A22 of the IA. 

23 Copy of the Minutes of the 13th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A23 of the IA. 
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(xv) In the 14th meeting of the CoC held on 15.11.202524, it was 

observed that the representative of the VCCL had informed the RP 

over phone that there will not be any further improvement in their 

offer and requested the RP/ CoC to consider the Resolution Plan 

submitted by them earlier on 26.08.2025 as final. However, the 

 
24 Copy of the Minutes of the 14th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A24 of the IA. 
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representatives of AEIPL revised their offer to Rs.65 crore and they 

were advised to be ready with the final financial plan to be furnished 

in the adjourned meeting to be held on 12.11.2025. 

(xvi) In the adjourned meeting of the 14th meeting of the CoC held on 

15.11.202525, the representatives of the AEIPL after a detailed 

deliberations and negotiations, declared that the final offer is Rs.76 

crore and the breakup of it will be furnished in the final resolution 

plan document.  

(xvii) Subsequently, the AEIPL submitted the Revised Resolution Plan on 

15.11.2025 and thereafter sought a clarification vide letter dated 

17.11.202526 in response to the email of the RP dated 17.11.2025. 

(xviii) In the 15th meeting of the CoC held on 17.11.202527, the RP 

apprised that there is no change in the Plan submitted by the VCCL 

and the final/updated Resolution Plan submitted by the AEIPL on 

15.11.2025 had been forwarded to all the Financial Creditors. The 

RP submitted that both the Resolution Applicants are not ineligible 

under Section 29A of IBC and the Resolution Plans submitted by 

them are IBC/ RFRP compliant and the Resolution Plan submitted 

by AEIPL is viable, as it is marginally higher than the liquidation 

value. Thereafter, the RP proposed for voting to both the Resolution 

Plans submitted by VCCL and AEIPL and it was decided to keep 

 
25 Copy of the Minutes of the adjourned meeting of the 14th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as 

Annexure-A25 of the IA. 

26 Copy of Revised Resolution Plan along with its annexures dated 15.11.2025 and clarifications letter dated 
17.11.2025 has been annexed as Annexure-A29 of the IA. 

27 Copy of the Minutes of the 15th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A26 of the IA. 
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the voting window open from 06.00 P.M of 17.11.2025 to 06.00 P.M 

of 26.11.2025. 

(xix) In the 16th meeting of the CoC held on 01.12.202528, the RP 

apprised that at the request of the Canara Bank, the voting timelines 

were extended to 06.00 P.M. of 06.12.2025 and after the voting is 

completed and CoC approves a Plan with required majority, the 

SRA should be issued with a Letter of Intent (hereinafter referred to 

as the “LoI”) to furnish the Performance Security within seven days 

from the date of Issue of LoI.  

(xx) As per the voting results29, the Resolution Plan of AEIPL was 

approved with 81.52% voting share of the CoC, the following 

resolution was passed: 

 

 
28 Copy of the Minutes of the 16th Meeting of the CoC has been annexed as Annexure-A27 of the IA. 

29 Copy of the Voting Results has been annexed as Annexure-A28 of the IA. 
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(xxi) Thereafter, the RP vide the LoI dated 24.12.202530 declared the 

AEIPL as the SRA and informed it to furnish an unconditional and 

irrevocable Performance Bank Guarantee (hereinafter referred to 

as the “PBG”)/ Security amounting to 10% of the Resolution Plan 

amount i.e., Rs.7.60 crores within seven working days, which the 

AEIPL vide its letter dated 27.12.202531 confirmed to fulfil as below: 

 

(xxii) As required under Section 30(2) of IBC, the RP has examined the 

Successful Resolution Plan and confirms that it complies with the 

provisions of the Code. As required under Regulation 37 of the 

CIRP Regulations, the Resolution Plan also provides for the 

measures, as may be necessary for Insolvency Resolution of the 

Corporate Debtor for maximisation of the value of assets. The 

Resolution Plan also contain the mandatory contents, as required 

under Regulation 38 of the CIRP Regulations and it has been 

submitted by the PRA in accordance with Regulation 39 of the CIRP 

Regulations. 

(xxiii) The grant of prayers, concessions, reliefs and dispensations sought 

by the AEIPL as set out in page number 60-67 and 80-86 of the 

 
30 Copy of LoI dated 24.12.2025 and its acknowledgement by the AEIPL has been annexed as Annexure-A30 

of the IA. 

31 Copy of letter dated 27.12.2025 along with proof of payment of PBG/ Security has been annexed as 
Annexure-A31 of the IA. 
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Resolution Plan, is vital for speedy turnaround of the Corporate 

Debtor and will ensure that the Corporate Debtor will run as a going 

concern in line with the objectives of the Code32.  

(xxiv) The SRA has furnished the Affidavit under Section 29A of the 

Code. It is confirmed by the RP that the SRA is not ineligible under 

Section 29A of IBC and the Resolution Plan submitted by the SRA 

is IBC/ RFRP compliant. Thus, the SRA is competent to participate 

in the CIRP for revival of the Corporate Debtor. Further, the RP has 

also certified that the Resolution Plan submitted by SRA is in 

compliance with Section 30 of the Code read with Regulations 37, 

38 and 39 of CIRP Regulations33.  

(xxv) The Compliance Certificate in Form-H34 as per Regulation 39(4) of 

the CIRP Regulations has been drawn up by the RP.  

3. During the course of hearing dated 04.02.2026, it was observed that 

the net worth certificate of the AEIPL is not attached with the IA and the 

fee & expenses of the RP have not been crystalized and the RP sought 

time to rectify above defects along with other defects, if any, by way of  a 

Memo. Pursuant to this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 04.02.2026, 

the RP vide Dairy No. 229 dated 06.02.2026, filed a Memo dated 

05.02.2026 enclosing therewith the copy of net worth certificate of the 

SRA, copy of undertaking furnished by the SRA and revised Form-H.  

 
32 The grant of prayers, concessions, reliefs and dispensations sought by the AEIPL has been attached as 

Annexure A32 of the IA. 

33 copy of the certificate of compliance as well as compliance report under section 30 of the Code dated 
17.11.2025 has been attached as Annexure A33 of the IA. 

34 The Copy of Form-H has been attached as Annexure A33 of the IA. 
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4. As per the net worth certificate of the AEIPL, its net worth  as on 

31.03.2024 is Rs.16.89 crores, which is slightly above the eligibility 

criteria of Rs.15 crore as per the eligibility criteria of the PRAs in the 

category of, “Individual/ Firm/ LLP/ Companies/ Body Corporate”. The  

above net worth certificate is reproduced below: 

 

5. The relevant extracts of the Revised Form-H are reproduced below: 
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6. During the course of hearing dated 17.02.2026, the RP sought two 

weeks’ time to submit the reconciliation of assets as per the audited 

balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor as on CIRP date with those 

considered by the valuers in their valuation reports and of liabilities as 

per the audited balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor with those 

considered by the RP along with compliance of the Regulation 6A of the 

CIRP Regulations with regard to individual communication to all the 

creditors; joint Assets of the Corporate Debtor & Personal Guarantor(s) 

proposed to be acquired under the Resolution Plan along with legal 

proposition supported with judgement of the superior courts; 

Consolidated audited financial statements of the Corporate Debtor for the 

financial years 2022-23 and 2023-24 and financial statements of the SRA 

& Sai Roshini Capital Private Limited (hereinafter referred to as the 

“SRCPL”) as on 31.03.2025 along with unconditional commitment letter 

from SRCPL. 

7. Pursuant to this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 17.02.2026, the 

RP vide Diary No. 426 dated 08.03.2026, filed a Memo dated 07.03.2026, 

which inter alia  included the copy of the consent letters furnished by the 

Personal Guarantors, copy of net worth certificate of the SRA & SRCPL 

as on 31.03.2025 and copy of additional comfort letter issued by REVX 

Special Credit Opportunities Fund- I. 

8. During the course of hearing dated 11.03.2026, after discussion on 

the information in the Memo dated 07.03.2026, the RP sought two weeks’ 

time to submit certain clarifications, more particularly regarding the 
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assets of the Personal Guarantors included in the bidding process from 

initial stages, wide differences in the value of assets in the valuation 

report  and firm commitment letter from REVX to subscribe to non-

convertible debentures of Rs.73 crores on a private placement basis.  

9. Pursuant to this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 11.03.2026, the 

RP vide Diary No. 559 dated 30.03.2026 filed Memo dated 28.03.2026 

and vide Diary No. 602 dated 06.04.2026, Supplementary Memo dated 

04.04.2026 along with Minutes of the Joint Lenders Meeting (hereinafter 

referred to as the “JLM”) held on 31.03.2026.  

10. During the course of hearing held on 08.04.2026, the RP stated that 

the CoC of PIRP of Personal Guarantors conducted meeting on 

02.04.2026, consented with 100% voting share for inclusion of joint 

property in the CIRP of the Corporate Debtor and for distribution 

mechanism proposed in the Resolution Plan and undertook to submit the 

relevant records evidencing transparency in bidding process. The RP 

also undertook to submit another letter from REVX mentioning the terms 

of NCD and undertakings from the Banks to meet all the liability, which 

would devolve on them on account of Bank Guarantees. It was also 

observed that the JLM cannot substitute the statutory role of the CoC and 

therefore, it was considered appropriate to remand back the matter to the 

CoC. 

11. Pursuant to this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 08.04.2026, the 

RP vide Diary No. 776 dated 30.04.2026, filed Memo dated 29.04.2026 

enclosing the Minutes of the 17th meeting of the CoC held on 22.04.2026, 
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commitment letter of REVX dated 16.04.2026 proposing to subscribe 

non-convertible debentures of Rs.73 crores for a tenure of up to 48 

months at a coupon rate of 15% per annum, to be issued by the AEIPL 

on a private placement basis and separate undertakings furnished by the 

Canara Bank, DBS Bank & CBI confirming that outstanding undeveloped 

bank guarantees of Rs.69,02,70,000/-, Rs.3,25,00,000/- and 

Rs.70,83,167/- respectively shall be honoured by them in the event of 

invocation by the beneficiary or comply with orders of Hon’ble Supreme 

Court/ Hon’ble High Court/ Arbitrator and by IDBI Bank that it does not 

have any outstanding bank guarantees. The RP vide Diary No. 793 dated 

05.05.2026 also filed Memo dated 04.05.2026 enclosing therewith the 

EoI, IM, RFRP, EM etc. 

12. During the course of hearing held on 05.05.2026, the RP as well as 

AR of the Canara Bank submitted that all the banks would meet all 

liabilities arising out of any bank guarantee(s) issued by them irrespective 

of any clause in the Resolution Plan and the same be recorded in the 

order. It was further submitted by the RP that joint assets were mentioned 

in the IM, but not in RFRP and IM, RFRP & EM were sent to all PRAs 

vide email dated 09.06.2025. Subsequently, two PRAs, who submitted 

Resolution Plans were clarified about the joint assets vide email dated 

13.10.2025. 

13. During the course of above hearing, the RP undertook to clarify the 

mismatching in the index and para of the Resolution Plan, and other 

issues and also submitted that the SRA would provide an affidavit that 
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the Resolution Plan is not contingent upon grant of the reliefs and 

concessions sought in the Resolution Plan. 

14. Pursuant to the order dated 05.05.2026, the RP vide Diary No. 839 

dated 13.05.2026, filed Memo dated 12.05.2026, which inter alia include 

the undertaking affidavit of the SRA. 

15. During the course of hearing held on 13.05.2026, the RP clarified 

that there are some typographical errors in the Index of contents and 

therefore, the same may be ignored and the content of the Resolution 

Plan may be considered for adjudication; undertook to submit appropriate 

affidavit from the SRA that over and above the amounts provided in the 

Resolution Plan, the SRA will also make the payment of Rs.3,47,186/- 

related to ESI liabilities and Rs. 2,19,794/- related to income tax liabilities 

arising out of TDS deducted, but not deposited. The RP, on instructions 

from the SRA, submitted that the reliefs and concessions, as sought in 

the Resolution Plan may not be considered and the Resolution Plan 

excluding reliefs and concessions, may be considered for adjudication. It 

was also observed that the Resolution Plan contains various provisions 

related to subsidiary/ step down subsidiaries of the Corporate Debtor and 

anything related to these companies cannot be provided, as these are 

separate juristic persons. The RP, on instructions from the SRA agreed 

that all provisions related to these companies’ needs to be ignored in the 

Resolution Plan. 

16. Pursuant to this Adjudicating Authority Order dated 13.05.2026, the 

RP has not filed any affidavit of the SRA till the date of this Order. 
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ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

17. Heard the RP, AR of Canara Bank and Counsel of the RP and have 

perused the records carefully. Before proceeding further, it is considered 

appropriate to examine the issues emerged during the course of 

hearings. 

18. The first issue, which emerged for consideration before us is 

“Whether the joint assets of the Corporate Debtor & Personal 

Guarantors were included in the bidding process from initial 

stages.” 

(i) Based on the approval of the CoC in its 2nd meeting held on 

05.03.2025, the Form-G was published on 13.03.2025, the relevant 

extract of which is reproduced below: 
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(ii) The RP communicated the final list of PRAs to all the 18 PRAs vide 

its email dated 22.04.2025, which is reproduced below: 
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(iii) The first IM has been stated to have been prepared on 28.04.2025, 

however, the copy of the same is not placed on record by the RP in 

the IA or subsequent Memos filed by him. 

(iv) As per the Form-G, the last date for issue of the IM, RFRP and EM 

was 27.04.2025, however, the CoC could not finalise the RFRP and 

EM within the time mentioned in the Form-G and CoC approved the 

same only in its 7th meeting held on 21.05.2025, the voting window 

for which was open up to 03.06.2025. It is recorded in the minutes 

of the 8th meeting of the CoC that since the RFRP, EM and IM were 

issued to the PRAs on 06.06.2025, the last date for submission of 

Resolution Plan by the PRAs stands at 06.07.2025, which was 

extended by 30 days to 05.08.2025 and thereafter to 26.08.2025, 

approved vide Circular Resolution dated 01.07.2025 and 

31.07.2025 respectively, which were ratified by the CoC in its 9th 

meeting held on 01.09.2025. 

(v) The link to the Virtual Data Room was shared on 07.06.2025 with 

all the PRAs as per the e-mail dated 09.06.2025 of the RP, which is 

reproduced below: 
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(vi) The VCCL, much before the last date of submission of the 

Resolution Plan i.e. 26.08.2026, sought clarifications on the process 

of acquisition of the joint property vide its email/ letter dated 

23.07.2025, however no reply was given by the RP to the VCCL. 

The relevant extract of email dated  23.07.2025 of the VCCL is 

reproduced below: 
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(vii) In the 10th meeting of the CoC held on 11.09.2025, at ‘Agenda Item 

No. 6- To interact and negotiate with the Resolution Applicants’, it 

is recorded that the representative of the AEIPL requested the RP/ 

CoC to clarify ‘How the open land of 1.23 acres located at 
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Kakkalapalli village, Anantapur district jointly owned by Corporate 

Debtor and the Promoters will be dealt with or handed over to the 

SRA’ and ‘Release of personal properties of the Promoters offered 

as collaterals to Financial Creditors’ and further informed that he will 

send a mail for the clarifications.   

(viii) In the 10th meeting of the CoC held on 11.09.2025, ‘at Agenda Item 

No. 13- Any other matter with the permission of the chair a) To take 

note of the Note circulated on 08.09.2025 pertaining to the Open 

Land of 1.23 acres at Kakkalapalli village’, the RP apprised the 

members of CoC that he had emailed on 08.09.2025, a detailed 

note and this item will be placed as an agenda item in the next CoC 

meeting for further review and decide the extent of land to be 

considered as part of the Corporate Debtor. The relevant extract of 

the minutes of the 10th meeting of the CoC and note of RP are 

reproduced below: 
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(ix) Subsequently, the AEIPL sought various clarifications including 

regarding the assets of the personal guarantors vide its email/ letter 

dated 22.09.2025, the relevant extract of which is reproduced 

below: 

Case Citation: (2026) ibclaw.in 2295 NCLT

IBC Laws | www.ibclaw.in



NCLT Amaravati Bench 

Page 38 of 76 

 

 

 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 

(x) In the 11th meeting of the CoC held on 26,09.2025, the matter was 

placed before the CoC vide ‘Agenda Item No. 6- To discuss and 

decide the quantum of land to be considered for valuation out of the 
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total of 1.23 acres land at Kakkalapalli village’, wherein it was 

agreed to call for a JLM, to which Mr. Sridhar Reddy be also invited 

so that clarification on how this land be dealt with in the wake of 

PIRP initiation against him and likely initiation against Mrs. D. 

Aparna Reddy. The relevant extract of the minutes of the 11th 

meeting of the CoC are reproduced below. 
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(xi) In the 11th meeting of the CoC held on 26,09.2025, vide ‘Agenda 

Item No. 9- To interact and negotiate with the Resolution 

Applicants’, the representatives of the AEIPL requested the lenders 

to interact with the promoters on the common properties and it was 

decided by the lenders to interact with the individual owners in their 

JLM to decide on how to deal with the land jointly owned by 

Corporate Debtor and individual promoters. The relevant extracts of 

the minutes of the 11th meeting of the CoC are reproduced below. 

 

(xii) The RP sent the email dated 13.10.2025 to the AEIPL clarifying 

various issues raised by it, a copy of which was also endorsed to 

the VCCL. The relevant extract of the e-mail is reproduced below: 
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xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

 

(xiii) In the 13th meeting of the CoC held on 04.11.2025, vide ‘Agenda 

Item No. 9- To take note of the progress in negotiations with the 

Resolution Applicants’, it is recorded that the land extent to be 
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offered to the AEIPL would be based on the outcome of the CoC 

meeting of PIRP of Promoters. The relevant extract of the e-mail is 

reproduced below: 

 

 

 

(xiv) In the 14th meeting of the CoC held on 11.11.2025, vide ‘Agenda 

Item No. 5- To continue negotiations with the Resolution 

Applicants’, it is recorded that the DGM of Canara Bank informed 

the RA to consider the land property at Kakkalapalli in the 

Resolution Plan. The relevant extracts of the minutes of the 14th 

meeting of the CoC are reproduced below: 

 

 

(xv) IM dated 28.04.2025 was revised on 12.11.2025. 

(xvi) In view of the aforesaid discussions, it is clearly evident that the joint 

assets of the Corporate Debtor & Personal Guarantors were not 
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included in the bidding process from initial stages. It is further noted 

that till the 14th meeting of the CoC, neither the RP nor CoC were 

having any clarity on the matter and the AEIPL submitted the 

Resolution Plan including the joint assets at the instance  of the 

DGM, Canara Bank.  

(xvii) In view of the above, the bidding cannot be considered as 

transparent, as it did not provide opportunities to other PRAs to bid 

including the joint assets.  

19. The next issue which emerged for consideration before us is 

“Whether the liabilities of the subsidiary/ stepdown subsidiary 

companies can be extinguished in the resolution plan of the holding 

company”. 

(i) At para 7.8.2 at page 46 of the Resolution Plan, it is stated that the 

SRA shall be granted immunity under Section 32A of IBC for any 

future claims after the NCLT Approval date towards any ongoing or 

concluded litigations (as detailed in Annexure III, IV & V) against 

Corporate Debtor’s subsidiaries or step-down subsidiaries from any 

third parties. 

(ii) Further, at ‘Annexure V- Litigations pending against subsidiary & 

step down subsidiary companies’ at page no. 106-108 of the of the 

Resolution Plan, it is mentioned that two cases namely SLP(C) No. 

4289/2018 in the matter of Saisudhir Energy Limited (hereinafter 

referred to as the “SSEL”), which is a subsidiary of the Corporate 

Debtor, vs. NVVN  and Civil Appeal No. 6888 of 2018 filed by 
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Chamundeshwari Electricity Supply Company Limited  against 

Saisudhir Energy (Chitradurga) Private Limited, step-down 

subsidiary of SSEL  are pending.  It is also stated in Annexure V 

that the liability of subsidiary/ step-down subsidiary be considered 

in hands of the Corporate Debtor and the SRA would get immunity 

under Section 32A of the IBC in respect of these liabilities. The 

relevant extracts of the Annexure-V of Resolution Plan is 

reproduced below: 
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(iii) Since each of the company is separate juristic person having 

separate identity, anything related to the subsidiary/ step-down 

subsidiary companies cannot be provided in the Resolution Plan, 

unless it is a Group Insolvency Resolution Plan. Therefore, any 

liabilities, whether firm or contingent of the subsidiary/ step-down 

subsidiary companies can neither be considered in the hands of 

parent company nor any immunity  under Section 32A of IBC for 

any future claims can be provided for the liabilities of the subsidiary/ 

step-down subsidiary companies.  

(iv) Although the RP during the course of hearing dated 13.05.2026, on 

instructions from the SRA, agreed that anything related to the 

subsidiary/ step-down subsidiary companies cannot be provided in 

the Resolution Plan, and that all the provisions related to the 

subsidiary/ step-down subsidiary companies needs to be ignored 

and the Resolution Plan excluding these contents, may be 

considered for adjudication, however, the no affidavit in this regard 

is on record and this Adjudicating Authority cannot amend the 

Resolution Plan approved by the CoC more particularly so in view 

of clause 12.3.4 and 12.6 of the Resolution Plan.  

20. The next issue, which emerged for consideration before us is 

“Whether all the assets of the Corporate Debtor as on the CIRP date 

have been fairly valued by the valuers in their valuation reports”.  
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(i) It is noted that valuers have worked out the fair value and liquidation 

value being the estimated realizable value as on the CIRP date35 as 

Rs.89,86,52,261/- and Rs.69,02,51,250 respectively against the 

book value of the assets of Rs.4,41,89,97,229/-. The assets shown 

in the balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor as on the CIRP date  

and their valuation by the valuers are depicted in the Table below: 

ASSETS Balance 

Sheet 

(Rs.) 

 Valuer 1- M/s Inntech 

Global Valuers  

 Valuer 2 ** 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

1 Non-current assets            

(a) Property, Plant & 

Equipment  

      

Land & Buildings 10,10,10,539 61,22,41,114 45,91,80,836 59,88,60,000 45,38,50,000 

Plant & Equipment  33,82,176 1,10,08,625 82,56,469 98,00,000 68,60,000 

Light Vehicles  4,40,059 Appears to be included in Plant & Equipment 

Furniture & Fixtures  2,41,636 Not valued 

Office Equipment  57,153 Not valued 

Computers Equipment  1,74,935 Not valued 

Sub-Total 1(a)  10,53,06,498 62,32,49,739 46,74,37,305 60,86,60,000 46,07,10,000 

(b) Non-current 

investments  

     

i. Investments in equity 

instruments (In subsidiaries)   

     

Saisudhir Energy Limited 

(53721167 Equity Shares of 

Rs.10 each)  

53,72,11,670 15,94,69,354 15,14,95,885 15,00,00,000 15,00,00,000 

Saisudhir Projects Private 

Limited (10000 Equity 

Shares of Rs.10 each)  

1,00,000 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

ii. Investment in Govt. 

securities-Held as security  

61,300 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 1(b)  53,73,72,970 15,94,69,354 15,14,95,885 15,00,00,000 15,00,00,000 

(c) Deferred tax assets  
     

Unabsorbed depreciation  48,29,999 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Accumulated business losses  10,31,821 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Employee benefit  4,90,888 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Timing differences of 

depreciation  

1,26,67,554 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 1(c)  1,90,20,262 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(d) Long-term loans and 

advances  

     

 
35 The Fair Value35 and Liquidation Value as been defined in Regulation 2(hb) and  2(k) of the CIRP 

Regulations, is the estimated realizable value as on the CIRP date  as shown below: 

“(hb)“fair value” means the estimated realizable value of the assets of the corporate debtor, if they were 

to be exchanged on the insolvency commencement date between a willing buyer and a willing seller 

in an arm’s length transaction, after proper marketing and where the parties had acted knowledgeably, 

prudently and without compulsion.” 

(k) “liquidation value” means the estimated realizable value of the assets of the corporate debtor, if the 

corporate debtor were to be liquidated on the insolvency commencement date.” 
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ASSETS Balance 

Sheet 

(Rs.) 

 Valuer 1- M/s Inntech 

Global Valuers  

 Valuer 2 ** 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

Security deposits  5,57,267 1,09,500 1,09,500 Nil Nil 

Advance tax (Net of 

Provision)  

15,46,08,298 3,84,00,000 3,84,00,000 3,84,00,000 3,84,00,000 

Balances with government 

authorities  

79,23,76,402 3,92,68,860 51,89,247 3,23,49,864 Nil 

Sub-Total 1(d)  94,75,41,967 7,77,78,360 4,36,98,747 7,07,49,864 3,84,00,000 

(e) Other assets  
     

Deposits as margin money 

with Tamil Nadu VAT 

Authorities  

1,04,854 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 1(e)  1,04,854 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

SUB-TOTAL 1  1,60,93,46,551 86,04,97,453 66,26,31,937 82,94,09,864 64,91,10,000 

2 Current assets  
     

(a) Inventories  - - - - - 

(b) Trade receivables   

(Unsecured)   

2,24,25,88,123 2,48,27,917 2,30,79,556 2,48,27,920 2,10,78,949 

(c) Cash and bank balances  
     

Cash and cash equivalents   
     

Cash on hand   20,176 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Balances with banks on 

current account  

18,88,704 20,74,453 20,74,453 20,74,453 20,74,453 

Other Bank Balances- 

Earmarked balances - 

Margin money  

     

Canara Bank No Lien- 086  1,08,110 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

C&BG Margin Money- LVP  53,780 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Fixed Deposits  8,01,00,000 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 2(c)  8,21,70,770 20,74,453 20,74,453 20,74,453 20,74,453 

(d) Short-term loans and 

advances (Unsecured, 

considered good) 

     

Advances to suppliers  1,46,57,613 6,66,117 3,33,059 13,32,234 Nil 

Advance to sub-contractors  6,57,99,689 56,78,307 28,39,153 57,44,134 Nil 

Earnest money deposit  6,21,45,331 54,09,450 27,04,725 60,10,500 Nil 

Advance to employees  1,20,43,669 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Other advances  4,21,06,654 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 2(d)  19,67,52,956 1,17,53,874 58,76,937 1,30,86,868 Nil 

(e) Other current assets  
     

Retention money   28,81,38,829 2,28,33,536 1,16,17,168 59,18,184 29,59,047 

Sub-Total 2(e)  28,81,38,829 2,28,33,536 1,16,17,168 59,18,184 29,59,047 

SUB-TOTAL 2  2,80,96,50,678 6,14,89,780 4,26,48,114 4,59,07,425 2,61,12,449 

TOTAL ASSETS  4,41,89,97,229 92,19,87,233 70,52,80,051 87,53,17,289 67,52,22,449 

      

** M/s. Pro Valuer (OPC) Private Limited for Land & Buildings, Mr. G. Prabhakar Rao for Plant & 

Machinery and Mr. G. Koteswara Rao for  Securities & Financial Assets 

Land & Buildings-  

(ii) The details of the land & buildings valued by the valuers and fair 

value and liquidation value worked out by them are shown in the 

table below: 
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 Particulars Fair Value (Rs.) Liquidation Value (Rs.) 

  Valuer 1 Valuer 2 Valuer 1 Valuer 2 

   1  156.12 Acre Agricultural Land at Survey 

Nos. 206,207, 208, 209, 210 & 211, T. 

Veerapuram Village & 206/A, 212/A2 & 

208/A, Gramdatla Village, Rayadurg 

Mandal, Anantapur District, Andhra 

Pradesh   

12,48,96,000 12,48,00,000 9,36,72,000 9,36,70,000 

   2   38.14 Acre Agricultural Land at Survey 

Nos. 702/C, 701, 702-B & 771D1, 699 & 

704B, 704(P) and 699, Kothapalli Village, 

Kanekal Mandal, Anantapur District, 

Andhra Pradesh   

5,72,10,000 5,34,00,000 4,29,07,500 4,00,00,000 

   3  1.23 Acre Residential Land at Survey 

No. 48/1, Kakkalapalli Village, Anantapur 

District, Andhra Pradesh   

12,30,00,000 13,53,00,000 9,22,50,000 10,14,80,000 

   4  2885 Sq Yard Residential Land at 

Survey No. 611/1, Plot Nos 64 to 69 & 99 

to 105, Kallur Village, Kurnool District, 

Andhra Pradesh   

5,77,00,000 5,77,00,000 4,32,75,000 4,32,00,000 

   5  2400 Sq Ft. Residential Land at No. 1845 

at Sahakara Nagar Layout, Kodigehalli 

Village, Yelahanka, Bangalore, Karnataka  

3,60,00,000 3,36,00,*000 2,70,00,000 2,52,00,000 

   6  27225 Sq Ft.Residential Land at  Block 

No. 173/1A, & 173/1B, Amargol Village 

limits of Hubli, Karnataka  

10,89,00,000 8,98,41,000 8,16,75,000 6,73,78,250 

   7  6700 Sq Ft. Construction + Amenties at 

Residential Land at Block No. 173/1A, & 

173/1B, Amargol Village limits of Hubli, 

Karnataka  

89,15,014 85,09,000 66,86,261 63,81,750 

   8  1255 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 101 incl. 

UDS of 69 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Hill 

View Apartment at Survey No. 40(P), Hill 

Enclave at Manikonda Jagir, Rajendra 

Nagar Mandal, Hyderabad, Telangana  

62,75,000 62,03,000 47,06,250 49,60,000 

   9  1255 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 201 incl. 

UDS of 69 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Hill 

View Apartment at Survey No. 40(P), Hill 

Enclave at Manikonda Jagir, Rajendra 

Nagar Mandal, Hyderabad, Telangana  

62,75,000 62,08,000 47,06,250 49,70,000 

 10  1220 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 302 

(Block=I) incl. UDS of 41 Sqyds & 1 Car 

Parking, Hari Villu Apartment at Survey 

Nos. 35 & 126, Hill Enclave at Manikonda 

Jagir, Rajendra Nagar Mandal, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

73,20,000 79,54,400 54,90,000 63,60,000 

 11  1220 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 305 

(Block=I) incl. UDS of 41 Sqyds & 1 Car 

Parking, Hari Villu Apartment at Survey 

Nos. 35 & 126, Hill Enclave at Manikonda 

Jagir, Rajendra Nagar Mandal, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

73,20,000 79,54,400 54,90,000 63,60,000 

 12  1220 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 302 

(Block=II) incl. UDS of 41 Sqyds & 1 Car 

Parking, Hari Villu Apartment at Survey 

Nos. 35 & 126, Hill Enclave at Manikonda 

Jagir, Rajendra Nagar Mandal, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

73,20,000 79,54,400 54,90,000 63,60,000 

 13  1220 Sq Ft.  Residential Flat No. 305 

(Block=II) incl. UDS of 41 Sqyds & 1 Car 

73,20,000 79,54,400 54,90,000 63,60,000 
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 Particulars Fair Value (Rs.) Liquidation Value (Rs.) 

  Valuer 1 Valuer 2 Valuer 1 Valuer 2 

Parking, Hari Villu Apartment at Survey 

Nos. 35 & 126, Hill Enclave at Manikonda 

Jagir, Rajendra Nagar Mandal, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

 14  1220 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 102 

(Block=VII) incl. UDS of 43 Sqyds & 1 

Car Parking, Hari Villu Apartment at 

Survey Nos. 35 & 126, Hill Enclave at 

Manikonda Jagir, Rajendra Nagar Mandal, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

73,20,000 79,54,400 54,90,000 63,60,000 

 15  1049 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No: G-9 

incl. UDS of 31 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, 

Block-A, Pear's Aalaya Apartment at 

Survey No. 286, Pearl's Aalaya at 

Nizampet Village & Gramapanchayat, 

Rangareddy District, Hyderabad, 

Telangana  

48,77,850 47,41,480 36,58,388 37,90,000 

 16  1049 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No: S-9 incl. 

UDS of 31 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Block-

A, Pear's Aalaya Apartment at Survey No. 

286, Pearl's Aalaya at Nizampet Village & 

Gramapanchayat, Rangareddy District, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

48,77,850 47,41,480 36,58,388 37,90,000 

 17  1049 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No: F-9 incl. 

UDS of 31 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Block-

A, Pear's Aalaya Apartment at Survey No. 

286, Pearl's Aalaya at Nizampet Village & 

Gramapanchayat, Rangareddy District, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

48,77,850 47,41,480 36,58,388 37,90,000 

 18  1049 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No: T-9 incl. 

UDS of 31 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Block-

A, Pear's Aalaya Apartment at Survey No. 

286, Pearl's Aalaya at Nizampet Village & 

Gramapanchayat, Rangareddy District, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

48,77,850 47,41,480 36,58,388 37,90,000 

 19  1518 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No: S-1 incl. 

UDS of 45 Sqyds & 1 Car Parking, Block-

A, Pear's Aalaya Apartment at Survey No. 

286, Pearl's Aalaya at Nizampet Village & 

Gramapanchayat, Rangareddy District, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

70,58,700 68,61,080 52,94,025 54,90,000 

 20   3000 Sq Ft. Residential Flat No. 401 inel 

UDS of 130 sqyds & 1 car parking, GP 

Elite at Door No. 8-2-283/4, Survey No. 

129/56, Road No. 14, Shaikpet Village, 

Banjarahills, Hyderabad, Telangana  

1,95,00,000 1,77,00,000 1,46,25,000 1,41,60,000 

Extra car parking, GP Elite at Door No. 8-

2-283/4, Road No14, Banjarahills, 

Hyderabad, Telangana  

4,00,000 

 

3,00,000 

  Total 61,22,41,114 59,88,60,000 45,91,80,836 45,38,50,000 

 Average 60,55,50,557 45,65,15,418 

(iii) It is noted that the land & buildings valued by the valuers are only 

agricultural land or residential land/ buildings and there is no factory 

land & building although the IM shows site structure at Talcheru. 
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Since both the valuers in their reports have not shown the book 

value as per the balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor, it is difficult 

to conclude, whether all the assets falling under the head “Land and 

Budlings”  have been valued  as well as the assets other than of the 

Corporate Debtor have not been included in the valuation report. 

This becomes more relevant, as 100% value of 1.23 Acre 

Residential Land at Survey No. 48/1, Kakkalapalli Village, 

Anantapur District, Andhra Pradesh (sl. no. 3 in the table) had been 

valued, while subsequently, it was found that 100% ownership of 

the same did not belong to the Corporate Debtor.  

(iv) It is further noted that liquidation value has been worked out by 

discounting the fair value by 25% by the valuer 1 and 20%/25% by 

the valuer 2, while all the land & building being  agricultural land or 

residential land/ building, there may not be significant difference in 

the estimated realizable value in liquidation.  

Plant & Machinery (including Light Vehicles) 

(v) The details of the plant & machinery valued by the valuers and fair 

value and liquidation value worked out by them are shown in the 

table below: 

S. 

N. 

Particulars  Fair Value (Rs.)  

Valuer 1 Valuer 2 

  Plant & Machinery     

1 Weigh Bridge - 50 Tons 48,341 49,996 

2 Weigh Bridge 50 Tons 14,940 15,452 

3 Weigh Stones 20 Kgs 6,723 6,953 

4 25 KVA Generator 32,889 34,015 

5 25 KVA Generator 32,889 34,015 

6 Electric Generating 15 KVA 28,404 29,377 

7 Gen Set 25 KVA 33,838 35,999 
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S. 

N. 

Particulars  Fair Value (Rs.)  

Valuer 1 Valuer 2 

8 G Set 82.5 KVA 67,236 71,531 

9 G Sets 62.5 KV 49,804 54,749 

10 Generator 15 KVA 25,609 27,245 

11 Generator 82.5 KVA D.G.Set 69,213 73,634 

  Sub-total 4,09,887 4,32,967 

  Heavy Vehicles 
  

1 Tractor - AP02-X-3829 64,058 43,841 

2 Mahindra Tractor- KA 25C 2164 66,072 45,219 

3 Tata Hitachi -ZX-330- HLMC-SI. No. 

HH00V00037229 

8,96,166 11,12,222 

4 Trailors KA 01 AA3760 3,74,874 3,38,998 

5 Container 20ft 17,530 15,243 

6 Container 40ft 34,476 33,063 

7 Hydraulie Mobile Crane -Kolar KA25P 9802 1,51,827 1,37,297 

8 Hydralic Mobile Crane - TRX 23T - KA 34N 1624 4,04,533 4,68,055 

9 Trailer (AP28 TC 8840) 3,99,691 4,20,413 

10 Hydra Mobile Crane - KA 34 N 1181 3,51,351 2,13,959 

11 Hydralic Mobile Crane - KA 25P 6990 1,13,749 1,12,214 

12 5000 LTR Capacity Tanker ka 25 C1914 24,956 22,568 

13 Container 40ft 34,476 33,063 

14 Trailors KA 01 AA 3758 3,74,874 3,38,998 

15 Container 40ft 34,405 32,996 

16 Hydra Mobile Crane - KA 34 N 1457 1,96,827 2,07,031 

17 Hydraulie Excavator SK210 (YQ 12B0168) 6,04,242 6,77,517 

18 Tractor Trally 21432 15404 

19 Hydraulic Excavator SK210 (YQ 12B1114 6,35,671 7,35,489 

20 (Chasis) Water Tanker AP 28 TB9942 1,51,831 1,94,564 

21 TATA Hitachi EX110 fitted with Hydrolic 

Excavator.SL. No.11013830 

5,12,107 4,63,097 

22 Water Tanker Chasis with Tanker ap28 te 0989 1,95,248 2,25,898 

23 JCB 3DX KA 34 A 5978 3,59,798 2,80,647 

24 Tractor - AP02-X-3149 66,402 52,926 

25 AMW Trailors - KA 01D 9870 3,82,630 3,00,879 

26 AMW Trailors - KA OID 9872 3,82,630 3,00,879 

27 Leyland Tipper - AP 28 Y 9485 2,99,479 2,29,155 

28 New Halland Tractor-KA 25C 2517 65,390 52,119 

29 Hydraulic Excavator - SK 210 (YQ12B 0761) 6,78,522 7,85,068 

  Sub-total 78,95,239 78,88,825 

  Light Vehicles 
  

1 Splender Plus AP 09 CG 7685 15,167 7,621 

2 Bajaj Platina 100 CC (KA25 EE 1565) 8,610 5,436 

3 Innova 2.5 V - KA 25P 3334 6,10,427 5,304 

4 Bajaj platina (KA-25-EB-3846) 8,610 5,404 
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S. 

N. 

Particulars  Fair Value (Rs.)  

Valuer 1 Valuer 2 

5 Bolero ZLX(Bolero - Mahindra) RJ 15UA 0963 2,96,377 5,304 

6 Mahindra -Genio(Mahindra Utility) RJ 15GA 3059 1,54,116 5,404 

7 Bajaj Platina 100 CC(KA-25EC1323) 8,610 5,856 

8 Bajaj platina (KA-25-EB-3839) 6,027 6,467 

9 Bajaj Platina 100 CC(KA-25EC 1332)  4,735 6,467 

10 Mahindra BoleroGA 08 F 4683 (617910) 1,18,551 6,368 

11 Bajaj Platina 100 CC(KA-25EC8307) 11,193 5,404 

12 Mahindra Bolero Camper Gold OR 19P 6532 1,29,775 6,006 

13 Mahindra Bolero 9 Seater A.COR 9M 3655 1,18,551 6,006 

14 Bolero - Mahendra - TN52 X 0511 1,18,551 1,86,141 

15 Mahindra Bolero SLX - TN 30 AT430 2,96,377 1,23,275 

16 Bolero - Mahendra - TN52 X 0496 1,18,551 1,08,736 

17 Bajaj Platina 100cc KA 34 X 8137 8,610 62,697 

18 Bajaj Platina 100CC KA 34 X 8650 6,027 1,00,590 

19 Bajaj Platina 100CC KA 04H 5003 11,193 1,02,069 

20 Bolero Pickup TN 52 X 0990 1,17,243 1,00,317 

21 Bajaj Platina 100 CC(KA-25EC1337) 8,610 1,31,041 

22 CD Dwan MP 04EM 5890 9,882 1,00,317 

23 CD Dwan MP 04EM 5893 9,882 85,561 

24 Bolero Camper TN 30 AT 0104 1,29,775 1,00,903 

25 Bolero TN 30 AT 0497 2,60,811 1,14,847 

26 Bolero Mahendra - Pick-Up KA 50 4461 1,17,243 82,765 

  Sub-total 27,03,499 14,76,305 

  Fair Value 1,10,08,625 97,98,097 

  Discount applied to work out Liquidation Value 25% 30% 

  Liquidation Value 82,56,469 68,60,000 

(vi) It is noted that the plant & machinery valued by the valuers include 

plant & machinery, heavy vehicles and light vehicles, but no heavy 

vehicles are reflected in the balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor.. 

Since both the valuers in their reports have not shown the book 

value as per the balance sheet of the Corporate Debtor, it is difficult 

to conclude, whether all the assets falling under the heads “Plant & 

Machinery”  and “Light Vehicles” have been valued  as well as the 

assets other than of the Corporate Debtor have not been included 

in the valuation report. 
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(vii) There are glaring inconsistencies in valuation in the valuation report 

showing wide variation in the value arrived by valuer 1 and valuer 2 

in respect of some of the assets, which has been highlighted with 

italic and underline in the above table. 

Furniture & Fixtures, Office Equipment and Computers Equipment: 

(viii) These assets are not reflected in any of valuation reports, thus 

appears to have not been valued by any of the valuers. 

Investments in 5,37,21,167 equity shares of Rs.10 each in SSEL: 

(ix) The valuer 1 has worked out the fair value of 5,37,21,167 equity 

shares of SSEL amounting to Rs.53,72,11,670/- at Rs.15,94,69,354 

based on the average of three methods i.e. Net Assets Method, 

DCF Method and Market Approach as shown below: 
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(x) The valuer 2 has worked out the fair value of 5,37,21,167 equity 

shares of SSEL amounting to Rs.53,72,11,670/- at 

Rs.15,00,00,000/- based on the market method, the relevant extract 

of the report is reproduced below: 
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(xi) As per the financial statements as on the CIRP date, the Corporate 

Debtor holds 5,37,21,167 and 8,95,35,279 equity shares of Rs.10 

each in SSEL as on 27.09.2024 and 31.03.2024 respectively 

reflecting the transfer of 3,58,14,112 shares during the period 

31.03.2024 to 27.09.2024. As per Note 12(iii)  to the above financial  

statements, these shares have been transferred as per conditions 

set out in the Memorandum of Understanding (hereinafter referred 

to as the “MoU”) and Share Purchase Agreement (hereinafter 

referred to as the “SPA”) executed between the Corporate Debtor 

and Kish Green Energy Pvt Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as the 

“KGEPL”). The Note 12(iii)  is reproduced below: 

 

(xii) Transaction Auditor in its Report has also observed that the 

Corporate Debtor has transferred investment in subsidiary company 

amounting to Rs.35,81,41,120/- at Rs.10,00,00,000/- to KSEPL 

incurring a loss of Rs.25,81,41,120/-. The relevant retracts of the 

Transaction Audit Report is reproduced below: 
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(xiii) As per the Master Data of the KGEPL available on the MCA 

website, it has two Directors, namely, Duddukunta Raghunath 

Reddy and Duddukunta Harinath Reddy, and both of these 

Directors of the KGEPL have been the Directors of the SSEL, which 

is the subsidiary of ASREPL. The relevant extracts of the Master 

Data and the details of Directors available on the MCA website are 

reproduced below: 

 
xxxxxxx 
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(xiv) In view of the above discussions, the transaction appears to be 

PUFE transactions and the valuation of the SSEL shares does not 

appear to be reasonable. 

Long-term loans and advances 

(xv) Long-term loans and advances of Rs.95.75 crore comprises of 

security deposits of Rs.0.55 crore, advance tax (net of provision) of 

Rs.15.46 crore and balances with government authorities of 

Rs.79.24 crore. During the course of hearing held on 11.03.2026, it 

was observed that the ‘balances with government authorities’ of 

Rs.79.24 crores and ‘advance tax (net of provision)’ of Rs.15.46 

crores have been valued with fair value at Rs.3.58 crore and 

Rs.3.84 crore respectively and liquidation value at Rs.0.26 crore 

and Rs.3.84 crore respectively and it was submitted by the RP that 

in the valuation, the amount payable to the government and 

statutory authorities shown as statutory remittances under the head 

“other current liabilities” amounting to Rs.90.14 crore in the balance 

sheet have been adjusted resulting into lower valuation. The RP 

vide Memo dated 28.03.2026  agreeing that the set-off of claims 

during CIRP is not permitted, submitted that the valuers determined 

that if government authorities have counter-claims, the net 

realizable value would be substantially lower and this is a valuation 

assessment of realizable value, not actual set-off of claims. 

However,  the set-off of claims, which  is not permitted during 

CIRP, cannot be allowed through alternate route of valuation 

and it would be against the provisions of IBC. 
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Cash and bank balances 

(xvi) The “Cash and bank balances” amounting to Rs.8.22 Crores, which 

mainly comprises of ‘Earmarked balances – margin money’ of 

Rs.8.03 Crores, have been valued with both fair value and 

liquidation value, at Rs.0.21 Crores. During the course of hearing 

held on 11.03.2026, it was submitted by the RP that the cash and 

bank balances mainly consists of Rs.8 crores in no lien account with 

the Canara Bank, which along with interest had to be remitted by 

the Canara Bank to the KGEPL in compliance with order of the 

Hon’ble Debt Recovery Tribunal, Hyderabad (hereinafter referred to 

as the “DRT”) dated 06.08.2025 in IA 1949/2025 in SA 

No.278/2022. The RP vide Memo dated 28.03.2026, submitted that 

in SA No. 278/2022 filed by the Corporate Debtor, the Hon’ble DRT 

vide its Order dated 16.08.2023 granted conditional stay subject to 

deposit of Rs.8 crores and the KGEPL, a third party (not borrower 

or guarantor), deposited Rs.8 crores on behalf of the Corporate 

Debtor in no-lien account. It is further stated in the Memo that after 

initiation of the CIRP of Corporate Debtor on 27.09.2024 & 

triggering moratorium under Section 14 of the IBC, the KGEPL filed 

claim as financial creditor, which was rejected by the RP, as it did 

not qualify as financial creditor and thereafter, in IA No. 1949/2025 

filed by the KGEPL, the Hon’ble DRT passed order on 06.08.2025 

(during moratorium period) directing return of amount to the KGEPL 

and  pursuant to the Hon’ble DRT order, the amount has been 
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transferred to the KGEPL, and this asset is no longer part of the 

Corporate Debtor's estate.  

(xvii) It is noted that the matter regarding the aforesaid amount of Rs. 8 

crore was discussed in the 4th meeting of the CoC held on 

21.04.2025 as “Any Other matter with the Permission of the Chair”, 

wherein the RP appraised that the amount of Rs.8 crore will be 

treated as third party asset and if the DRT/ NCLT decides the case, 

the RP will follow the directions of the DRT/ NCLT in disbursal of 

the amount and further the above amount is shown as a third party 

asset in the IM36 and it clearly mentioned in RFRP document that 

the cash and bank balance of the Corporate Debtor as on the date 

of approval of the Resolution Plan shall go to the Financial 

Creditors. The relevant extracts of the above meeting are 

reproduced below: 

 

 
 

 
36 It is noted that the Original IM dated 28.04.2025 in not placed on record and in the Revised 
IM dated 12.11.2025, there is no mention of the RP submission.  
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(xviii) It is observed that as per the DRT Order dated 16.08.2023, the 

Corporate Debtor was required to deposit Rs.8 crores, but the 

KGEPL deposited Rs.8 crores on behalf of the Corporate Debtor 

and by virtue of the above transaction, the amount deposited by the 

KGEPL on behalf of the Corporate Debtor would fall in the category 

of “debt”. Therefore, not considering the above amount in the 

valuation does not appear to be reasonable. 

(xix) It is further noted that the KGEPL is not a third party, but is a related 

party. In view of the above, the objection should have been filed by 

the RP before the DRT putting all these facts and also the 

moratorium under Section 14 of the IBC. it appears that the stand 

taken by the RP and Financial Creditors were not correct and the 

amount paid to the KGEPL needs to be recovered. 

Trade receivables  and short-term loans & advances 

(xx) The fair value & liquidation value of trade receivables  of Rs.224.26 

crore have been worked by valuer 1 as Rs.2.48 crore & 2.30 crore 

respectively and by valuer 2 as Rs.2.48 crore & 2.11 crore 

respectively.  

(xxi) The fair value & liquidation value of short-term loans & advances of 

Rs.19.68 crore have been worked by valuer 1 as Rs.1.17 crore & 

0.59 crore respectively and by valuer 2 as Rs.1.30 crore and Nil 

respectively as shown below: 
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Short-term loans and 

advances (Unsecured, 

considered good) 

Balance 

Sheet 

(Rs.) 

Valuer 1 Valuer 2 ** 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

Fair Value 

(Rs.) 

Liquidation 

Value (Rs.) 

Advances to suppliers  1,46,57,613 6,66,117 3,33,059 13,32,234 Nil 

Advance to sub-

contractors  

6,57,99,689 56,78,307 28,39,153 57,44,134 Nil 

Earnest money deposit  6,21,45,331 54,09,450 27,04,725 60,10,500 Nil 

Advance to employees  1,20,43,669 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Other advances  4,21,06,654 Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Sub-Total 2(d)  19,67,52,956 1,17,53,874 58,76,937 1,30,86,868 Nil 

(xxii) It is noted that in the balance sheet as on 27.09.2024, all these loan 

& advances have been shown as “considered good” implying fully 

recoverable.   

(xxiii) In view of the above, it is evidently clear that the assets of the 

Corporate Debtor have not been fairly valued by the valuers in their 

valuation reports. 

21. It is noted that the Corporate Debtor has written off significant 

amount of trade receivables and advances in the previous two years as 

shown below: 

 

Praticulars
2024-25 (upto 

27.09.2024)
2023-24 2021-22 Total

Bad debts written off 0.21                129.38       12.39               141.98 

Unbilled Revenue written off -                  217.19       24.77               241.96 

Retention/ Security Deposit written off -                  58.85         -                     58.85 

Sundry advances written off -                  7.58           -                       7.58 

Total 0.21               413.00      37.16              450.37 

(Rs. in crore)

 

It is further noted that the Transaction Auditor in its Transaction Audit 

Report dated 29.04.2025 have reported various transactions in its report, 

which although are not classified under Sections 43, 45, 49, 50 and 66 of 
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IBC, but in their opinion are relevant to be reported and need further 

examination. These transactions relates to the financial years 2022-23 & 

2023-24, i.e. the period after filing the Company Petition bearing no. CP 

(IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 by the Financial Creditor, in which the Corporate 

Debtor was admitted into CIRP and inter-alia includes writing off of above 

amount and transfer of investment in SSEL and therefore, should have 

been thoroughly examined and discussed in detail In the CoC meetings 

before taking  a final decision in the matter.  

22. It is stated in the IA that in the light of the detailed discussions on 

the Transaction Audit Report in the 7th meeting of CoC held on 

21.05.2025, it was felt by members of the CoC that RP is not required to 

file any application under the provisions of IBC, as there is no specific 

conclusive findings/ observations/ comments with regard to occurrence 

of the avoidance transactions. However, it is noted that there is no 

discussion on record in the minutes of the 7th meeting of the CoC and it 

is the RP, who expressed his view that since there are no significant 

avoidance transactions reported by the Transaction Auditor during the 

look back period, there is no requirement to approach this Adjudicating 

Authority in respect of Avoidance Transactions, which was taken note by 

the CoC. The relevant extract of the minutes of the 7th meeting of the CoC 

are reproduced below: 
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23. Section 31 of the IBC provides that if the Adjudicating Authority is 

satisfied that the resolution plan as approved by the CoC under sub-

section (4) of section 30 meets the requirements as referred to in sub-

section (2) of section 30, it shall by order approve the resolution plan, 

which shall be binding on the corporate debtor and its employees, 

members, creditors, including the Central Government, any State 

Government or any local authority to whom a debt in respect of the 

payment of dues arising under any law for the time being in force, such 

as authorities to whom statutory dues are owed, guarantors and other 

stakeholders involved in the resolution plan.  

24. In view of the above, it is considered appropriate to proceed to 

examine, whether resolution plan meets the requirements of sub-section 

(2) of section 30 of the IBC. Sub-section (2) of Section 30 of the IBC37 

provides as under: 

“(2) The resolution professional shall examine each resolution plan 

received by him to confirm that each resolution plan –  

 
37 Since the resolution plan has been approved by the CoC before coming into force the  

provisions of the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Act, 2026, old 
provisions before Amendment Act, 2026 is applicable in the instant case.  
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(a) provides for the payment of insolvency resolution process costs in a 

manner specified by the Board in priority to the 4[payment] of other 

debts of the corporate debtor; 

(b) provides for the payment of debts of operational creditors in such 

manner as may be specified by the Board which shall not be less 

than- 

 (i) the amount to be paid to such creditors in the event of a 

liquidation of the corporate debtor under section 53; or  

(ii) the amount that would have been paid to such creditors, if the 

amount to be distributed under the resolution plan had been 

distributed in accordance with the order of priority in sub-section 

(1) of section 53, 

 whichever is higher, and provides for the payment of debts of financial 

creditors, who do not vote in favour of the resolution plan, in such 

manner as may be specified by the Board, which shall not be less than 

the amount to be paid to such creditors in accordance with sub-section 

(1) of section 53 in the event of a liquidation of the corporate debtor. 

Explanation 1- For removal of doubts, it is hereby clarified that a 

distribution in accordance with the provisions of this clause shall be fair 

and equitable to such creditors.  

Explanation 2- For the purpose of this clause, it is hereby declared that 

on and from the date of commencement of the Insolvency and 

Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Act, 2019, the provisions of this clause 

shall also apply to the corporate insolvency resolution process of a 

corporate debtor-  

(i) where a resolution plan has not been approved or rejected by the 

Adjudicating Authority;  

(ii) where an appeal has been preferred under section 61 or section 

62 or such an appeal is not time barred under any provision of law 

for the time being in force; or  

(iii) where a legal proceeding has been initiated in any court against the 

decision of the Adjudicating Authority in respect of a resolution plan; 

 (c) provides for the management of the affairs of the Corporate debtor 

after approval of the resolution plan;  

(d) the implementation and supervision of the resolution plan;  

(e) does not contravene any of the provisions of the law for the time 

being in force;  
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(f) conforms to such other requirements as may be specified by the 

Board.  

Explanation- For the purposes of clause (e), if any approval of 

shareholders is required under the Companies Act, 2013(18 of 2013) or 

any other law for the time being in force for the implementation of 

actions under the resolution plan, such approval shall be deemed to have 

been given.” 

25. I am fully conscious of the principle that judicial intervention by the 

Adjudicating Authority under the IBC, are limited and restrained. As 

reiterated in a catena of decisions by the Hon'ble Supreme Court, 

including in K. Sashidhar vs. Indian Overseas Bank, [2019] 12 SCC 

150, (in Civil Appeal Nos. 10673 of 2018 decided on 05.02.2019; 

Committee of Creditors of Essar Steel Ltd. vs. SatishKumar Gupta 

(2020) 8 SCC 531 (in Civil Appeal Nos. 8766-67 of 2019 decided on 

15.11.2019); Maharasthra Seamless Limited vs, Padmanabhan 

Venkatesh & Ors. (2020) 11 SCC 467(in Civil Appeal Nos. 4967-4968 

of 2019 decided on 22.01.2020); Ebix Singapore (P) Ltd vs. 

Committee of Creditors of Educomp Solutions Ltd (Civil Appeal No. 

3224 of 2020 decided on 03.09.2021), Vallal RCK 

vs. M/s Siva Industries and Holdings Limited and Others (2022) 9 

SCC 803) (Civil Appeal Nos. 1811-1812 of 2022 decided on 

03.06.2022), the commercial wisdom of the CoC is not to be interfered 

with, save in exceptional circumstances.  

26. However the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter of 

M.K.Rajagopalan Vs Dr.Periasamy Palani Gounder & another [(2024) 

1 SCC 42] had observed in its Judgement dated 03.05.2023 that the 

commercial wisdom of CoC would come into existence and operation 
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only, when all the relevant information is available before it and is duly 

deliberated upon by all its members. The relevant extract of the  

judgement is reproduced below: 

“160. As noticed hereinbefore, commercial wisdom of CoC is given 

such a status of primacy that the same is considered rather a matter 

non-justiciable in any adjudicatory process, be it by the adjudicating 

authority or even by this Court. However, the commercial wisdom of 

CoC means a considered decision taken by CoC with reference to the 

commercial interests and the interest of revival of the corporate debtor 

and maximisation of value of its assets. This wisdom is not a matter of 

rhetoric but is denoting a well-considered decision by the protagonist 

of CIRP i.e. CoC. As observed by this Court in K. Sashidhar, the 

financial creditors forming CoC "act on the basis of thorough 

examination of the proposed resolution plan and assessment made by 

their team of experts. The opinion on the subject-matter expressed by 

them after due deliberations in CoC meetings through voting, as per 

voting shares, is a collective business decision." This Court also 

observed in K. Sashidhar that "there is an intrinsic assumption that 

financial creditors are fully informed about the viability of the 

corporate debtor and feasibility of the proposed resolution plan."  

161. These observations read with the observations in Essar Steel with 

reference to the reasons stated in the Report of Bankruptcy Law 

Reforms Committee of November 2015, make it clear that commercial 

wisdom of CoC is assigned primacy in CIRP for it represents collective 

business decision, which is arrived at after thorough examination of the 

proposed resolution plan and assessment made with involvement of 

experts by the body of persons, who are most vitally interested in rapid 

and efficient decision making. It follows as a necessary corollary that 

to be worth its name, the commercial wisdom of CoC would come into 

existence and operation only when all the relevant information is 

available before it and is duly deliberated upon by all its members, who 

have direct and substantial interest in the survival of corporate debtor 

and in the entire CIRP.” 

27. The Hon'ble Madras High Court in the matter of The National 

Sewing Thread Co. Ltd. vs The Superintending Engineer, 

TANGEDCO and Anr. (Writ Petition No. 29845 of 2022) has also 

observed in its recent Order dated 07.06.2024 as under: 
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"52.3 While the legislative intent to save the corporate debtor as a going 

concern may be appreciable, should it be at the cost of others, more so 

when IBC offers adequate space for engineering manipulation? The 

larger question therefore, is why should the Parliament bend backwards 

to protect one corporate debtor at the risk of exposing the public interest 

to peril? The present case, a case-study merely, illustrates how IBC 

could be manipulated to defeat the interests of the undisclosed creditors 

of the corporate debtor,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,." 

28. Hon’ble NCLAT Principal Bench, New Delhi in a recent 

judgement dated 21.04.2026 in Company Appeal (AT) (Ins) No.1061, 

1043 and 946 of 2025 while emphasising the value maximisation of the 

Corporate Debtor through transparency, full disclosure of information and 

impartiality; observed that the Commercial wisdom of the CoC, which the 

Supreme Court has kept beyond judicial scrutiny is that which is founded 

on intelligent decisions made on the intelligible criteria, which manifests 

and reflects the IBC’s values alongside the compliance of the procedure 

prescribed, but not otherwise. The relevant extract of the  judgement is 

reproduced below: 

“The present case is a classic instance of an apparent statutory 

compliance but with inadequate respect for the fairness of the 

insolvency resolution process – its spirit. The integrity and purity of the 

resolution process are seen stranded and are attempted to be bypassed. 

The provisions of the Code and the Regulations are not mere statutory 

expressions on the procedure for an insolvency resolution process, but 

are carriers of the values for which IBC stands for: value maximisation 

of the CD through transparency, full disclosure of information and 

impartiality. The Commercial wisdom of the CoC which the Supreme 

Court has kept beyond judicial scrutiny is that which is founded on 

intelligent decisions made on the intelligible criteria which manifests 

and reflects the IBC’s values alongside the compliance of the procedure 

prescribed, but not otherwise. In the instant case, the commercial 

wisdom of the CoC, given the context in which it is employed to bail out 

the plan deserves to be taken note of for lack of it.” 
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29. In view of the recent judgements of the Superior Courts regarding 

value maximisation through transparency, full disclosure of information & 

impartiality and limitation of CoC power, I cannot remain a mute 

spectator, where the very anchor of the insolvency resolution process, 

the bona fide, and the commercial judgment of the CoC - is corroded by 

patent arbitrariness and opacity. 

30. At the end, I consider it appropriate to summarise the issues, which 

goes into the root of the insolvency process requiring to reject the 

resolution plan: 

(i) It is evidently clear that the bidding process was not transparent, as 

the joint assets of the Corporate Debtor & Personal Guarantors 

were not included in the bidding process from initial stages, which  

did not provide opportunities to other PRAs to bid including the joint 

assets. This process cannot be said to be for maximisation of value 

of the assets of the Corporate Debtor [Para 18 (xvi) & 18 (xvii) of 

this Order). 

(ii) The provision in respect of considering the liability of subsidiary/ 

step-down subsidiary companies in hands of the Corporate Debtor 

and consequently providing the immunity to the SRA under Section 

32A of the Code in that regard is not in accordance with law, and 

therefore does not comply the provision of Section 30(2)(d) of the 

Code (Para 19 of this Order). 

(iii) The land & buildings valued by the valuers are only agricultural land 

or residential land/ buildings and there is no factory land & building 
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although the IM shows site structure at Talcheru (Para 20(iii) of this 

Order).  

(iv) There are glaring inconsistencies in valuation of some of the assets 

in the valuation report showing wide variation in the value arrived 

by valuer 1 and valuer 2 (Para 20(vii) of this Order). 

(v) Furniture & Fixtures, Office Equipment and Computers Equipment 

are not reflected in any of valuation reports, thus appears to have 

not been valued by any of the valuers (Para 20(viii) of this Order). 

(vi) The valuation of the SSEL shares does not appear to be reasonable 

(Para 20(xiv) of this Order). 

(vii) The valuation of ‘balances with government authorities’ of Rs.79.24 

crores and ‘advance tax (net of provision)’ of Rs.15.46 crores after 

setting off statutory remittances under the head “other current 

liabilities” amounting to Rs.90.14 crore is against the spirit of the 

IBC. The set-off of claims, which  is not permitted during the CIRP, 

cannot be allowed through alternate route of valuation and it would 

be against the provisions of the IBC and therefore does not comply 

the provision of Section 30(2)(d) of the Code (Para 20(xv) of this 

Order). 

(viii) As per the DRT Order dated 16.08.2023, the Corporate Debtor was 

required to deposit Rs.8 crores, but the KGEPL deposited Rs.8 

crores on behalf of the Corporate Debtor and by virtue of the above 

transaction, the amount deposited by the KGEPL on behalf of the 

Corporate Debtor would fall in the category of “debt”. Therefore, not 
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considering the above amount in the valuation does not appear to 

be reasonable (Para 20(xviii) of this Order). 

(ix) There is no record evidencing the detailed discussions in the CoC 

meetings on the valuation reports. 

(x) The Transaction Auditor in its Report reported various transactions, 

which in their opinion are relevant and need further examination All 

these transactions are relating to the financial years 2022-23 & 

2023-24, i.e. the period after filing the Company Petition bearing no. 

CP (IBC)/35/7/AMR/2022 by the Financial Creditor, in which the 

Corporate Debtor was admitted into CIRP, which inter-alia includes 

writing off of more than Rs.400 crores  and transfer of investment in 

SSEL to KSEPL. However, there is no record evidencing the 

detailed discussions in the CoC meetings on the Transaction Audit 

Report (Para 22 of this Order). 

31. As a sequel to the aforesaid discussions, I am of the considered 

view that the Resolution Plan needs to be rejected.  

32. Since the rejection of the Resolution Plan is not due to any defect, 

there is no need to  give notice to the CoC to rectify any defects in the 

resolution plan as per proviso to Section 31(2) of the Code inserted by 

the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Act, 2026, w.e.f. 

26.05.2026. 

33. The Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of Ramkrishna Forgings 

Limited vs. Ravindra Loonkar, Resolution Professional of ACIL 

Limited & Anr. (Civil Appeal No.1527 of 2022), in paragraph 29 
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referred to the decisions in the cases of Innoventive Industries Ltd. v. 

ICICI Bank Ltd. (2018) 1 SCC 407 and Swiss Ribbons (P) Ltd. v. 

Union of India (2019) 4 SCC 17, in which it was explained that the Code 

was specifically introduced by the Parliament for ensuring quick and time 

bound resolution of insolvency of corporate entities in financial trouble, 

by first attempting to revive the Corporate Debtor, failure whereof would 

entail liquidation of the corporate debtor's assets. 

34. As a consequence, following the rejection of the resolution plan 

under Section 31(2) of the IBC for non-compliance with statutory 

requirements, and given the expiry of the extended CIRP period on 

06.01.2026, the liquidation of the Corporate Debtor pursuant to Section 

33(1)(b) needs to be ordered. 

35. However, it is noted that sub-section (1A) has been inserted in 

Section 33 and Section 34 has been substituted by the Insolvency and 

Bankruptcy Code (Amendment) Act, 2026, w.e.f. 26.05.2026.  

36. As per Section 33(1A) of the IBC, before  passing the liquidation 

order, this Adjudicating Authority is required to consider an application 

made by the CoC, in such manner and subject to such conditions as may 

be specified, by not less than sixty-six per cent of the voting share, for 

restoring the CIRP  to the stage of invitation for submission of a resolution 

plan. Therefore, the liberty is granted to the CoC to file such an 

application, if advised so. 

37.  As per substituted Section 34 of the Code, where the Adjudicating 

Authority passes an order for liquidation of the Corporate Debtor under 
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section 33, it shall refer to the Board for making recommendation of an 

insolvency professional to be appointed as the liquidator and on receipt 

of the recommendation, appoint such insolvency professional as the 

liquidator. The IBBI vide Notification No. IBBI/2026-27/GN/REG151 

dated 01.06.2026 has inserted Regulation 3A to the IBBI (Liquidation 

Process) Regulations, 2016 requiring the CoC to recommend the name 

of an Insolvency Professional from the panel of the Insolvency 

Professionals prepared by the IBBI in this regard. It is noted that the name 

of the liquidator has not been proposed in the IA. Therefore, the CoC is 

directed to recommend the name of the proposed Liquidator by way of 

filing a separate application.     

38. Accordingly, the IA (IBC)/(PLAN)/2/2026 is dismissed and 

disposed of.  

39. The Registry is directed to send the copy of the Order to IBBI, CMDs 

of all the four Financial Creditors  for information and for taking necessary 

action, if any.  

40. The Registry is also directed to send e-mail copies of the Order forth 

with to all the parties and their Learned Counsel for information and for 

taking necessary steps.  

         Sd/- 
(Umesh Kumar Shukla)   

Member (Technical)       

       

 

Krishna 
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