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NATIONAL COMPANY LAW APPELLATE TRIBUNAL                   

AT CHENNAI 
 

 (APPELLATE JURISDICTION)  
 

 

Contempt Case (AT) No. 2/2022 

in 

(Company Appeal (AT) No.365/2017) 
 

In the matter of: 
 

Shri Venkat Sudhakar Satthur                                                      ...Appellant 

Vs 

Dictasol (India) Private Limited &  

10 Ors.                                                                                          …Respondents 
 

Present: 
 

For Appellant     :   Mr. Angad Mehta, Advocate  

For Respondents :  Mr. R. Imayavaramban, Advocate for R2 

                      Mr. BV Satish Kumar, PCS for R3 
 
 

 

ORDER  

(Hybrid Mode) 

10.08.2026:   

1)  This contempt petition is taken out for non-compliance with the final order of 

this Tribunal in CA (AT) No. 365/2017 dated 08.02.2019. The operatory portion 

of the said order reads as below:  

58. In the light of the above the appeal is party allowed. In the interest 

of justice, the following directions are issued: 

i) The appellant is restored as director. 

ii) Continuation of 3rd respondent as Director with effect from 

26.9.2010 is not valid. Subsequently all decisions to appoint Directors, 

increase of share capital and allotment of shares on 27.10.2011, 

20.12.2011, 16.1.2012 and 3.8.2012 etc with his/their participation are 

also irregular, and set aside. 
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iii) Appellant and 2nd respondent to take appropriate decisions in the 

interest of company and to ensure that adequate funds with the company 

are available to keep it ongoing. 

iv) Penalty imposed on appellant in the impugned order is set aside. 

v) Respondents No.2 and 3, each will pay costs of Rs.1,50,000/- to the 

Appellant from their own funds. 

 

2)  So far as the first part of the second direction goes, the respondent no. 3 is 

stated to have resigned as a director and this therefore stands complied. As to the 

direction no. 1 and the second part of direction no. 2 as well as direction no. 3 are 

concerned, both sides blame the other for non-compliance. 

3)  We now require the respondent no. 2 to file an affidavit listing the nature 

extent and kind of co-operation from the appellant and how lack of such co-

operation is affecting his ability to comply with the order of the Tribunal. The 

affidavit is required to be filed in 2 weeks and any response to the same is required 

to be filed by the appellant in the next 2 weeks.  

List the matter on 21.09.2026. 

  

 

[Justice N Seshasayee] 

Member (Judicial) 
 

 
 

 

[Jatindranath Swain] 

Member (Technical) 

 
YS/MS/AK 


